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INTRODUCTION

This report deals with intention estimation in the foraign policy

arewL and how governmental policymakers and analysts estimate the

political and military intentions of other nations. While this subject has

received sporadic attention (primarily in the wake of surprise attacks or

other intelligence failures) it has not received sustained or extensive in-

vestigation.

However, there are signs that the estimation of intentions has

begun to receive greater official interest. Former U.S. intelligence

officers acknowledge that. although our modern techs.ical collection

systems produce a flood of information, translating this information into

relevant intelligence on :utentions for government policymakers remains

a formidable tauk that technology has done little to simplify and perhaps

much to complicate. Military leaders in the United States are concerned

with the adverse ra.io of forces in Western Europe and the Soviet Union's

open, self-avowed interest in military "surprise. The experience of the

1967 and 1973 Mideast wars demonstrates that tomotrow's wars may be much

faster moving, harder hitting and briefer than wars in the past. Faced

t For example, a comprehensive computerized search of raster's
theses aiW doctoral dis rtttions uncovere4 only three dissertations
which included the word "Intentions" in the title. All of these were
historical studies which dW4 not address the subject of intention estima-

i. Furthermore, no di-ereatirn• were uncoverod on the topics of
military intentione, political intentiono, intelligence failures, the
attribution of poltical or .•.i1tary motives, or the imsperception ou
Iinteions. The fact that tho aothor ii aware of at loas• two disarta-
tions in this area (soo Wasoorman. )140. awd Whaley. 1969) which were
not retrieved by the computer suggeits the search technique is not tool-
proof: nevertholeas. the near absence of research in academia in thoseareas betokens the need for studies such as this one. L
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with a numerically superior, wily opponent. U.S. military leaders arc

Ldeeply concernod with how they can "win tho first battle." One snaJor

shift in U.S. military t1,-inking overturns decades of adherunce to an

L ~"estimate capabilities oinly" doctrine for tactical lntelligance officers:

the U.S. Army's most recent field stutnua1 on- "Operations" (which describes

itself as setting forth "the basic concepts of U.S. A-mny doctrine," amd the

"capstone" of the Arty's systoem of ftold ma.nuali) for the first time statqs,

thtat "enemy intentions Must be L.ouaidored along with capabilities and

probable actions." Intentions have become more important tv, the U.S.

counterintelligence corinktaity as well. The inilitary services have

begun to stress operations security (OPSEiC, or the ce.'cealitnent of one's

own operational plans and intentions from posit-le enemies). and the

Federa~l 11v.reau of Investigation, in a widely distributed pamphlet on
*oe4Qriky, izesrts (FBIt. 1973. a) 1, 0 0 i t~ e a

foreign intelligence service Ws the identification of what constitutes our

vitAl political. oconomnic, and militziry intentions. and the theft of

Arwprica's military and jenific secrots." Put while the esotimation k4

intNutious haa Wgu~n to be considered a vit~al ole ment of lintelliganco and

national security. comaratively littlo affort hos bee" dovote4 to

oudytvt- it. FuNrtherm~ore. recent research in aro4, such 4s declsion-
nukidn under uncrtainty. tho bioci;4l psychology of attriho&lon. a40A the

fooiu ol: u:tion ha o ee p to tthio oujc. Ftnaly. the

AVn iveIteratnroa 01oc @rtat and ioign floii'@g

4adouvooieahas*o boon tatued for iaforwatio'i a# tho t4*k of tention

v etimation. T4is report Attou-t1gs to oi~vt 6i1ing this gzpby (axplicitly

&Mn0ti14ting the Ph, n#MesAa Of iWtiOZA tIMIAtion.



There are two main objectives in this study. The first is to

determine how intelligence specialists and policynakers estimate the

intentions of a foreign nation, and more importantly, how they make

mistake# in doing so. The second objective Is to compare the tasks and

processes of intention estimation to research on related cognitive.

social, and organizational behavior to determine where the estimation

tasks and processes are inherently weak and how they might be rein-

forced and strengthened. While the author made no a priori assumptions

about how the estimation process could be improved, it was assumed

from the outset that improvement is both possible and desirable. The

ultimato hope for this research project is that it will lead to useful and

realistic guidance on steps that would Improve the iptention estimationj process*
This study ts divided into tes sectlons. with this introduction being

"the first. The essential working definitions of the key terms used through-

out thUi study are found in Section 2. The third cection examines various

¶ views and opinims (often more implicit than explicit) on the two question*

of whether inteation estimation should be done and whether it can be done.

Sectiou 4 beglas the work. cof det i~r'ning how intention estiroation is done

and how it fails by reviewing three models of intelligence failure. Theve

models focus on Individual fi~tors in intention estimation failures.

4 -•organiation factors, or political factors. This aaction closes with

an xamination of the statue of a ieh~ory" of intelligence failures.

Section S describes a sociolo•ieal theory of digasters such as dam failures.

mine accideow. l*rge fire, ate.. which shows considerable promise a*

a working moadel for 44tellijence disWatere. Thit section concludes with

an wicatior of thi mo•del to the Ytw KinPr War intellidefce failure.

4
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The generality of this disaster model is furthsr -. ,pportea sy Section 6

[ which relates this theory to Kuhn's paradigmatic analysis of scientific

revolutions to show that the basic processes utdorl.ing the development

of disasters resemble the process of science prior to scientific revolu-

tions. This section argues that pro-revolutionary science, pro-disaster

institutions, and pre-failure intelligunce agencies share universal

problems deriving from tho basic cognitive, social, and organIzutional

processes involved in producing knowledge.

Section 7compl.'ents Sect-on 4 by reviewing successful intention

estimation experiences and contrasting successful intelligence with

irttelligence failures. The second inain objective of this study is begun

ii in the eighth section which relates recent work on cognitlvo processes

and attribution psychology to the tasks of intention estimation. The main

concluosions w" those comparisonu are siuaiarirwd in Section 9 %n a

diagnostic of intention estimation vulnerabilities and weaknesses. The

final oaction examines the problems and prorspects of translating the

diagnooia o estmatioui weaknesoes into useful and realistic prescriptions

for sti•gothening the estl4nation process.

This study was conducted under contract N00014-78-C-07Z7 for

the C1tic of Nav.Al Rvoareh. Th) author wishes to tha•l Mr. J. R.

Sitpooa of ONR for his encour ednt and aistance in launching and

cond•cting thlo investigatton. Dr. WValter L'•Nforzheimew provided advice

-on ources iP the literature of intelligence and the intelligence Community.

Ms6 Linda Orlooki assisted i collecting material. M.Alma Hall

worked above and beyond tlhe call of duty in preparing the figures and

typing this rort. To all theoe people we are grateful.
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DEFINITIONS

One problem when we talk about intent is
definition. William Colby, 1978

Man converts his words into idols that

dz.rken his understanding.

Fi ancis Bacon

Above all, ... insist upon having the meaning
of a word clearly understood before using it. "r

John Stuart Mill, 1867

This section examines definitions of three key terms used in this

report. It is felt appropriate to begin with definitions rather than adhering

to the tradition of appending a glossary because one finds many different

definiticns of such concepts as "intention." Since these are broad and

ambiguous concepts, with a wide variety of meanings, it is best to begin

by demonstrating that the ground this report covers can be viewed from

various perspectives.

Intelligence: Intelligence on a foreign iation differs from infor-

mation; intelligence is evaluated and interpreted information which Is

significant to a nation's plans, policies, and operations. Intelligence is

subordinate to the formulation of policy and plans, it helps determine

feasible policy objectives with respect to other nations and provides a

basis for developing methods to attain them. Intelligence in this most

general sense is evaluated, policy-relevant information on another

* nation.

David Kahn (1978: 39-41) makes a useful distinction between

it"hysical intelligence" and "verbal intelligence." Physical intelligence

is derived from things, physical entities. Natural resources, physical

8
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installations, the numbers of weapons available, volume of commercial

trade, are the subject matter of physical intelligence. Verbal intel-

ligence derives from words: plans, orders, morale, perceptions,

intentions, estimates, promises, motives; these are thc objects of

L verbal intelligence.

Kahn points out that this distinction does not depend on the per-

Iceptual means by which information is acquired, or the methods used to

q acquire the information, or on the means by which the information was

transmitted. The distinction rests on the object of the intelligence. It Is a

useful distinction because wai and politics (the main concerns of the con-

sumners of intelligence and hence of intelligence producers) involve a

physical an('. a mental component. On the one hand, Clausoevitz said "war

is an act of force" while on the other, Sun Tzu observed that "all warfare

is bascd on deception." There are two facets of strategy; as Liddell I-art

(196*7: 337) wrote, one entails overcoming resti0ance with force, the

other's purpose "is to diminish the possibility of resistance ... by

exploiting the elements of movement and surprise." Both components

achieve political and military objectives, Intelligeuce zariut cupe with both

Intelligence is not necessary to diplomac.y or war. Blut when it Is

available It "magnifies strength" (Kahn. p. 40) or. in modern jargon, it to

the other ZainalwstesaewhcZZsssspyia itliec to
adapt itsowphsclrsucstthsiuto.Btpyia nli

cannot provide the state the time needed (or such adaptation. It can only

outline what adaptations are necessary. The mental component, the

plans and intentions of the other, take time to translate into physical

reality: plans are changed more quickly than most and Swis can be

LB
9
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moved, or weapons built. Verbal intelligence gives the state the time

needed to adapt resourcet, and by moving theyn to the best places,

increase strength. K(ahn writes (p. 40):

The time that verbal Intelligence gives a
commander puts ht knowledge of the enemy
ahead of the present situation -- in effect, it
foretells what the enemy will do. Physical
intelligence, on the other hand, just reports
on the present situation. The fundam~ental
difference between them is that physical
evidence merely confirms enermy irnt~ntions,
while verbal evidence predicts them.

Intentions: There are two different ways of defining Intentions.-

as physical objects of physical intelligence, I. e., as entities (although

these are future entities), or as mental objects of verbal intelligence,A i1*e., as statements abcait the future. It is common to find the two ways

confused: Washingoza Platt (1957:- 62) writes that Intentions arc "what
the other x-tation will do" but also that "forecasting Intentions .. Is in

part an exercise in mind reading." Pettee (1946) -write~s of "decisions"

and "operationsal' the first is mental. the second physical

Intelligence ber ring on strategic docisions
.. concerniog the overall conduct of war.

the scale and timing of major operations, the
scale and scheduling of productior and trans-
port.

Some definitions clearly fall into one or the other category.

George (19S9-. 16) deafines intentions (emphasis added) as "future actions

decided upon and the objectives bahind curr'ent actions." In other

words. intentions are somathing that has been decided upon (mental) for

the future. not tt~e aictions (physical) that occur in the future; anid the

objectives (tawntal) behind the current actiog (physical). George con-

alders "action" as siomethiang different from "intentions;1" actions are

"the upacific moves unde rtahen in order to furiher thoea objsuetivesO'

10
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lie considers intentions and actions to be closely linked to ."national.

policies," the rulesi which govern (a state$'s] use of military, economic,v dip1i~inatic, political, and propaganda instruments of power for the

purposes of reaching certain objectives, d~omestic and foreign." Intentions

are mentally contemplated, decided-upou future actions and the mental

objectives or justification of present action. Acticais are physical moves.

Policies are mental rules governing action, presumably influencing

intentions, and Used to attai bccic'

In contrast, Jervis (1976: 48) defines an actor's intontions as "tthe

actions he will take under given circurnstances," and he contrasts his

definition with those which "use intention to refer to what the actor plans

to do or what goaltz hie- hopes to reach." lie doucribos the "Uopa

intentions" of a state - - what it would do in the absence of ex~ternal can-

straints, znd contruste. these with "tt.,sic. itntionti, whic'h tnelitute the

state's cor-stdarations of the costs and risks implied by external coa-

stralaL4. Jervis writes (p. 48-9) that "intentions cannot be totally

-ep~atedfron- the coucepts of resolve and willingness to run r~isk.

Jervt5 t~lus adds s-evoral mental dimensions to the physical concept of

intentioa & Wu Mo. action. F~irst, his definition erophaaire# that sttae X

a V t 0, not In a -racuaim, but In the Awareness thAat sats Y, Z, oet. * will

ivapotim ctrtain constrainta ot) N. dopendin$ on what they. parceive X to

be ding.Set --̂ d. in formuliatin planu. state X otimtea what the

rOACtions Of Y. .,etC. * might be ahd What CWW4~ to X Would r~tit~t frOmt

- th~ttse rnact-ono. X muot doet muin a balance botwoda the va~ua of

ahaining Ito likely objoctivea aWi the likely coots of putting ItN plan.

into effect. lutention. somehow ro4$le-.. state X's (mental) oatintate of

Y's, Z's, etc., likoly revpouset, its evitAiation of poo..le costs and

5i



risks, its weighing of possible gains against possible losses, willingness

to gamble, and its commitment or resolve to gaining its objectives, but

intentions are first still, according to Jervis, actions.

George (1959: 15) defines these mental aspects separately, as

"estimates" and "expectations" distinct from intentions, actions, and

policy. State X's estimates are what it believes state Y can and will do,

as well as X's predictions of its general future environment. State X's

expectations are what it forecasts about its own actions and their con-

sequences and outcomes, as well as X's forecasts of Y's and Z's policies

and actions. Expectations are conditional predictions held by X with

varying degrees of certainty.

Jervis' definition of intention includes what George labels estimates

and expectations.' He notes severatl reasons why state X's actions may not

follow from its own plans ani goals, e.g., the expectations and estimates

ef state X may be inaccurate and, as the future unfolds, state X will be

forced to act in ways it did not plan. Consequently. Jervis' acfinition

implies that Intvntions include not just those actions guided by what

state X expects and estimates. but also those , tions of state X to the

unexpected and to things it did not eatimate. Jervia implies that state

X's estimates and expectations may or may not be relevant to its future

actions.

Although Jervis makes many useful observations about the

elements involved iu perceiving a state's future behavior, he seems to

be wrong in defining (p. 48) intentions as "the actions he [the actor, or

state XJ will take under given circumnstances." Trivial though it is to

Say it, State X's actions Are Its actioAs, And its iUtentions are some-

W thn elt. We do not know. with Jervi,' definitil,, whether "Intentions"



IZ
are the object of vc rbal or physical intelligence, but it seems most

[ likely that Jervis would associate them with the physical component.

Jervis justifies (p. 48) his definition, and the distinction he makes be-

tween intentions as actions and goals or plans, on the basis that "the

[ collection of actions the state will or would take ... is what others are

trying to predict. " It is true that other states do try to predict these

jf collections of actions of state X -- but they also try (and, we will argue

in Sections 6, 8, and 9, they nMeed) to estimate the intentions of state X,

1. and it is possible and perhaps necessary to keep the prediction of action

and the estimation of intentions intellectually separate.

We are going to foliow the guide of the philosopher Anscornbe

(1969) and %ise intention to mean a form of verbal prediction and the

object of verbal intelligence as suggested by Kahn. Such predictions

includo orders, comminds, plans, estimates, expectations, pure

prophecies, as well as expressions of intention. All of these are verbal

statements about the future, and are thus objects of verbal intelligence.

They differ in terms of their referents, their potential accuracy, and

their psychological constituents.

When person A gives another person B a command or order, e.g.,

"Get out of the way'.' it implies A believes, to sone degree, that B can

(is 4ble) and will carry out the instruction. A has reason to believe his

comrnand will be carried out by B. A can make some estimate about the

future state of the world on the basis of his knowledge of B's ability and

interests and the difficulty of the assignment. Finally, A hat some staxe

iA the oitcome. Such orders do not necesaarily reflect any intention by

A to act. A simuilar argument applies to requests, pleas, etc.

Lj 1.



If a command to B is explicitly or implicitly made contingent

with a predicted action by A, then it becomes a threat or a promise,

depending on whether the action A is predicting is something A thinks

-B will want or avoid. That is, A says "If you get out of the way, then I

will reward you, t) or "If..., then I will punish you." A is making him-

self the referent of the contingent prediction and hence is indicating a

contemplated, decided upon future (in this case coniditional) action. In

George's definition, A is making a statement of (conditional) intention

when he makes a threat or promise.

It is important to note the difference between a prediction or

prophecy and an intention. A might say "I feel I am about to go crazy

and if B is present then I may hurt him." This prophecy is about a future

action A-has not decided upon; merely one that A estimates will happen.

It is not intentional action but it is nevertheless a future action which

others, e.g., B, would want to predict.

Jervis would define A's future crazy action as an intenteon even

though it may b. an action which A would try very hard to prevent. This

confusion between a future action and intention leads Jervis (p. 54) to

make some unusual assertions:

Because we have defined a state's intentions
as the actions it will or would take under given
conditions, intentions are sometimes different
from what the state's decision-makers think
they will or would do. This definition is use-
ful because observers must try to predict how
the actor will behave, not how he thinks he will
behave. Although one might think that the actor
can always accurat(dy predict his own buhavior,
this is not true. Indeed observers may know
the actor's intentions better than does the actor
himself.

What Jervis is asserting about an actor's and an observer's ability to

predict future action is true. But what he is asserting about "knowing LI

14
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intentions is patently false and confusing. As Anscombe noted (p. 9):

L "the question what a man's intentions are is only authoritatively settled

:31 -by him." And we cannot agree that observers will not try to predict

how'an actor thinks he will behave. Jervis' definition scems more con-

fusing than useful. This suggests one problem with a definition of

intention as a phycica] object such as action, rather than as a verbal or

mental object. Intentions come to mean behavior that was not

intended, decided upon, or planned, as well as behavior that was. Any-

1.thing done in the future becomes an intention.

If state A gives a command or order to one of its agencies, it is,

in effect, -commanding itself, and these commands and orders become

part of statc A's intentions, an expression of its plans. Similarly If

a state A estimates or expects some future action from some part of

itself, these estimates or expectations may reflect the state's intentions

if the future action is a response ýo, or result of, the state's orders or

plans. Of course,: the state may estimate or expect actions or events

will occur of which it was not an agent, that it did not order, or even

desire but which it can nevertheless expect to happen. These estimates

and expectancies would not be part of the state's intentions, i.e.,

mentally contemplated, decided-upon future actions. Similarly, we would

argue that the threats and promises state A makes are intentional state-

ments, but any prophecies or predict'ons of unplanned events would not

be, even though the referent of all these might be state A.

I. ~.The philosopher, Anscombe, author of the monograph Intention

(1969: 6) defines an expreision of intention as

I a description of something future In which the

speaker is some sort of agent, which description
he justifios (if he does justify it) by reasons for

L15



acting, reasons why It would be useful or
attrative if the description came true, not
bv evidence that it is true.

This definition seems consistent with ours and George's of intention as

a decided-upon, planned future action, as distinct from prophecies,

expectations, estimates, and the future actions themselves. With respect

to determining what a person's Intentions are, Anscombe (p. 9) writes:

In general we are interested, not just in a
man's intention of doing what he does, but
in his Intention in doing it, and this can
very often not be seen from seeing what he
does.

Furthermore, an intention can be "a purely interior thing,' if the

Individual does nothing or is prevented from carrying it out.

However, actions and behavior are important elements of

estimating intentions. Ansconibe notes (p. 8) that:

If you want to say at least some true things about
a maa,'Is intentions, you will have a strong chance
of success if yo'u mention what he actually did or
is doing. ... the greater number of the thinp
which you would say straight off a m.an did or wai
doing, will be things he intends.

Anscombe writes (p. 21) of an intentivn as a "~forward -looking"

motive, where the intention is what the state aims at or chooses and the

motive Is what c~auses or detzrmines the aim or choice. But he also

notes (p. 36) that "a man's Intention In acting is not so private and

Interior a thing thA~ he has absolute authority in saying wha it is."

There must be some reasonable link between the Interior aspect of

intention and t-he action that is taken in old of the intIction. lie quotes

(p. 4S) Wittgenstein's observationt

Why do I want to toll him about Intention too.
as well as telling him what I did? ... becAuse I
W;Ant to tell hillm *0111thil# About M'rNlf, which
goes beyond what happened at that tu.
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This is also the reason why intelligence nius focusi on Intentions, not

ju~st what has beon done or will be done. By ex.mn both intentions

and what the state docs, intelligence learns sometning about that state

which goes beyond what happened -- it learm; how the state makes the

reasonable link between its Interior aims and objectives and ita behavior.

1% .Cnpabilities: In the parlance of the military, c;ApAhilitics are the

f courses of action open to a military force. 1I' a military force hasD the

rmen and weapons available to launch an attack, and such~ action is not

ruled out by the environmental factors (e. r..* weather or terrain), the

force is said to have an "'attack capability." The notion of capability

refers generally to unopposed courses of action. Evon though the force

i1% the attack example might be uwtnumbered tweaty to one, for M.P'tance,

it is still 3aid to have an attack~ capability. The agergatioa of all possible

coursjes of action are tbhi force, a total capability. Obvie~ in

aggregating, mutually incmisitateut courses of action 14 on

sidored: e. g., the force migh have an attack~ vability or a eo*

Pab4iy. but not both at the samlo t~ite. Becaumv it is raretr pumo~eie

to determine exactly Which aubsets- of capabilities a force tUAy hAve at

Any time, all protbAhlo voturss of actiou ar~e itiitod ;and a do4viý;ol iii mrade

4* to the more probable courices of Action. itobl 140se oa action

are usutally ignored by intelligonce (see o. g., U.S. Army, Field Manual

This focuo on the phyisical uieAus of the other *tatc and its

physical @virosiientAl situation tio. g.. wvather, torrairs avoids tht use of

varbal intlligveo. Oluarv;%tlons of tho-se phyoical components. e.g. .

pbysival uintoiligence, cos pis the greater proportiou of all itellietiene

efforts. Sometitues theos oboorvat',un# provitde iafocuution O n teatlotm.
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David Kahn (1978: 101-2) gives an example (see Figure Z. 1) from the

Russian front In World War I1: the German intelligence officer of the

102nd Division noted that the Soviet soldiers behaved one way when they

were on the defensive and another way w•hile on the offensive. Such

pattern, or stereotyped actions, are typically termed indicators. The

wearing of caps or helmets is a pattern indicator in rigure 2. 1. Indicators

ma cue an observer to deduce the identity, capabilities, or intentions

of an opponent. In addition to patterns, which are activities, intelligence

may note signatures. or particular displays of key equipment or

facilities, which identify a n ilitary unit or future activity. In Figure 2. 1

the construction characteristics of dugouts and the artillery and anti-

aircraft artillery positions are signature indications. A profile is a picture

formed of future activity thr%.ugh the combination of signatures and

pattern" (U.S. Army, Training Circular 30-Z4, Tactical Counterintellinence,

p. 11-2).
CaepUiitict" vertiua l.tention: If future activities can be assossed

.olely on the basis of physical olements. which cannot be changed or dis-
p , usecd .e easily sa plzaa d orders, would it not be more conservative

to estisnate. WutlQati entirely oa these profile ? There are several

reasons why a completn reliance on physical iWtvUipcnee ow the e#tl-tion

of intentions would be unwise.

First. while the physical coaupanees which form the basis for an

eotimation of ca-pabilities cannot be as easily disgulowd as a plan can

be changed, they can. nevertheless be ca€ouflaged. and tsed in foiats.

ruses, spurious demonstrations aul displayo teoe Roil. 197., and U.S.

Army, Training CirtAlar 30-1. TActiv,%l Cover w%4 Petion, p. 7-10).

Just as it is posvible to Rtlau" falso ptnta, i.e., lattine thnW alU into,
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Figure Z. 1. Example of Indication.9 of Intentions Based on Physical
Observations (From Kahn, 1978: iOZ).

I

INDICATIONS OF RUSSIAN INTENTIONS

Offensive Defensive

wearing of helmets wearing of caps

artillery firing for adjustment harassing fire of uniform density at

regular intervals, ouch as morning and
U . evening

increased observation posts with- roving pieces firing at intervals from
out noticeable increase ir fire many positions

Li clearing of mine fields and blarbed laying of nilne fields and setting out
wvire of barbed wive

] I construction of lightly buit conotluction of heavily built dugouts
dugouts

constrmction of real artillery construction of dummy artillery po-
Po4itiox~u4 oxpd UzU,:J1ti orwith -WJ1t3t V.Iih io, puiad t 4ow~tL
dummy pieces just behind the tion; antiaircraft artillery only at
front lines, especially for 4nti- traffic centers
aircraft artillery

-c•,ouspicuous tr-.fflc near front sporadic appearances of tanks in same
sectors

Continuous visible traffic in open no icrease in trffic
coluums and motor nolses to-
War• the front for long periods

increaso in vaemy patrals no increase in patrols

nervo%5 behavior of 4oldier# with no chane ia behavior
move•ment aeross a 'ass ttgdr
fire. in4ictin; now arrivals

chtnr in * massad guard htours nto changes in sehed'Alvs

new facei an lauaesI same face]* and ln,ýUages

i-ar'in a: I tt nt of. cArrying of jas ntsks but not pack.
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enemy hands, In such a way as to convince the enemy of the plan's authenticity

(e. g., Montagu, 1953) so it is possible to create and sustain notional

military forces and capabilities (Relt, 1978). Neither verbal nor physical

i.ntelligence is immune from deception, and verbal and physical deception

will often be integrated with each other.

Second, the physical intelligence estimation of intentions will pro-

vid4 Ot, hings equal, less time than will verbal intelligence. When the

physical profiles of an enemy activity are sufficiently clear to be observed

by Intelligence the enemy's capability for the indicated action is largely in

place and ready for use. A warning based on these profiles provides little

reaction time. In contrast, Intelligence on the enemy's plans mr y be re-

'1 ceived even before the enemy has set those plans in motion, i. e., before

any physical events occur which might be observed.

Psychologist Charles Schmidt (1976: 57) points to a third problem

with an estimate of intention based on physical intelligence: the physical

eve ~swill be observed chronologically while the vnemy's plan will be

ordered lo~ically. I Actions, patterns. and sf mature# which relate to a

variety of different future activities will be observed as occurring to a

linear order through time and there may be fow criteria for knowing which

1Schmidt writes (p. 58. slightly reurra~nged):

l1irat, aets that are part of different plans
may be temporally contiguous and act# thAt
are part of the #aroe plan may be quite isepar-
ated in' tinte. Seocoa. Flans group actions into

IItewsporAlly disconnected imtsi of action,%. Can-
sequontly. plans have a lt,-ically deinito bogin-
ning and O~ndin point. rm~ally. becaugle plans
have a luoical proaretssion. if the end oir RoAl is
known thon it is po~isible to predict the $ime~n of
actions that are to occ~ur if tho Plan is completed

0010 soePlans . na involve no action at all
but simply a deciulio not to act ... plano ara

opaq~ w~a. hu oalis LUOWU.
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: ; profiles go with which future actions. For any particular enemy plan,

Lonly some siallar sot of those events has any relevance. The physical

intelligence observer is thus (aced with the task of determining which

events are relevant to the variouts possible courses of action the enemy

I may take without knowing which course the enemy intends to take. The

verbal intelligence observer, who has some access to the enemy's plan, is

less dt-pendent on temporal order, atd thus less misled, by the flow of

observations over time.

The issue of whether to estimate capabilities, or intentionv, or

intentions fr, m capabilities takes us beyond definitions. This issue is

considered in the next section. Ow final commoen on capabilitios is in

I order here.

Capabilitiea ver•us WeVaptms: The traditional military utsages of
"capabllities" itress tho.e physicl ations • a force mght ta ke, wh t the

force Is capable of doing given its o"n meana anM the limitations posed

by environment (hut not by an opponent, (. e.. they are unoppýsed capa-

biities). An ipcreasinagly eomnrwn usage o( "eaabitie onnots

no•thitt o ere thba the number of weApon of vrious kinds. This Is an

waforwnitte simiplification of the tert oince the possession of a weatpon by

Wt nt04R donaote A particular e apUX'ty with It. Htowaver. in modern

sateweapn%-owetorioo are froqitently uoed- to donote ci%,abIUty. to

I I ~the traditioaAl Usage of 'capabilities" woapons Art only Ai fcoutponeut an

other "order of Iiittl&' factors arv oqti~lly Important: mn%4power, skil

vand triaM4 level esprit de corps. doetrine 4 tactics4 lade'ohip,

to#Wstics. intelligene a•d etcurity. etc. M In a4ddtio•. thse fActor•

I must be assessed acaiait a bAckdrop of ozvirontawttal ota&3

Especially in the Vcoatefl of cs~UAtisntuc lftottious the4 rediUctio of



"capabilities" to nothing more than "weapons" is a misleading

expedient, which is examined in the next section.

1~
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SECTION 3

INTENTION ESTIMATION: SHOULD IT BE DONE?
CAN IT BE DONE.?

M11
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INTENTION ESTIMATION: SHOULD IT BE DONE?
CAN IT BE DONE ?

The most difficult and most crucial element
in the intelligence craft lies in estimating the
enemy's intentions.

Avi Shlaim, 1976

Intelligence on enemy intention is never
clear.

H. A. DeWeerd, 1962

This study assumes that estimating the intentions or the probable

courses of action of an enemy or a foreign nation is an essential task of

intelligence and diplomatic agencies, and that anticipating the actions of

adversaries and allies is a prerequisite of statecraft and generalship.

Although these claims have been made by intelligence officers, policy-

makers, and scholars, there is by no means universal agreement that

intelligence analysts can asses:) foreign intenticns or that they should

attempt to do so. In this section we examine opinions on how necessary

intention estimation is as an intelligence task (should it be done?) and

how difficult a task it is (can it be done?).

Intention Estimation: Should it be done?

An open society like ours hands hostile
governments virtually everything that exists
about our strategic forces, tactical forces,
and intents, while we're asked to play the
game without corresponding information
about our enemies. Good intelligence is
therefore absolutely essential.

George Dush, 1978

The principal function of intelligence is to
anticipate major foreign developments and

Kl changes in policies.

The Church Committee, 1976

24
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Raymond Gazihoff, a U. S. Foreign Seirvice Officer with exten-

V sive experience estimating Soviet inltentions, has written' recently

(Garthoff, 1978: 24) of a "ccrmmon fallacy" that analysts

shold nevr stirrnate intertlons, only capabilities" which is prevalent

especially among the military. This view asserts that only the

measurement of absolute, and perhaps rel~ative, military capabilities

is an appropriate task for intelligence analysis. Garthoff sees this

view as fallacious because estimating future capabilities in practice

x I only occurs against a background of implicit assumptions of (1) hostile

intenti.ins and (2) intentions to maximize those future capabilities.

Similarly, Jervi-a (1976: 68) notes that decislonmakers "frequently

assumne .. th-at t'ae arms of others [capabilities] indicate aggressive

intentions . . . An incre~se in the other's military forces . . . is

taken to show that the other if. not only a potential threat but is actively

contemplating hostile actions."

A n Iplicit assumption of hostility conceale the logic under-

lying the ases~sment of hostility and creates a second fallacy of "when

in doubt, assume the worst." and this worst-case reasoning cornbine3

with 46surnption (Z) above to protluce overestimates of vc4pabllitioa

and an emphasis on 'all-out" or n-taximum development, production,

and deployment of capabilities.

I ~Underestim~ates of military Capability C4A be as misleadi.ga

K": ~ overostimates It loxtrapolatod to estim~ate intentions. F~or exam-ple. the British

Navy underestinwated Germany's military buildup in the 1930a and,

consequently was reluctan~t to accept Germ-any's willingneso to go Wo
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war. The United States underestimated Japanese Army and Naval capa-

bilities prior to Pearl Harbor. On the other hand, the British Air Staff

overestimated German bombing capabiliicy against B~ritain. 1

The fallacy of "Just the facts." *rho fallac)- of "never estimate

* intentional' can be related to another fallacy whick. Garthoff terms

"Just give me the facts." Because the measures of capabilitier. and the

military effectiveness of weapons are complex, multidimensional and

often incommensurable, it is posiblbe to develop comparisons and

1A fascinating examiple of the tenuousness of estimates of enemy
intentions extrapolated from estimates of enemy military capabilities

J. is given in McLachlan's (1968) account of British Naval Intelligence
before and during World War II. In 1936, when the Germans were con-
structing their groeat battleship Blismarck, the consensus of British
diplomatic opinion was that Germany would adhere to the Anglo-German
Naval Treaty of 1936, which in effect limited German battleship size to
35. 000 tons. This conso.-naus provided the basis for the design of the
British battleship King GorgeV. The dimensions of the Bi~smarck
=nd Tirlpitz as~ relieae bvthe Germans indicated that It thos shps

did in fact displaice only 35, 000 tons as the Germans claimed, they were
of much shallower draft than the British ship. Although the lower ton-
nage was doubted by Naval Intelligeonce nontechnical officers. Intelligence
opinion was divided. From the inferrad characteristics (shallow draft
and 35, 0100 tons) the British Naval Plans Division concluded "The present
design of German Cap~tAl ships appears to show that Germany 14 looking

4 towards the Blaltic with its shallow approaches more than in tbti past"
(quoted by McLachlan. 1968: 136s), that is. the Germain ohips wore aimed
moro at Rissilu than at Britain. In fact, flismarck and Tirpitz weredo
signed ti; be roughly 45, 000 tons, and theGermans released talao figures
to the British.a depending on British belief in the readiness of the Germans
to honor- the 1936 agreement. The Germans read their opponent well. tho
British 10irector of Plans at the time wr.)te, "our principal siafegua rd
againustiuch an infraction of treaty obligations lies to the good faith of
the oignmitarivo" (p. 137 In McLachlan). Not only had Germany deceeived
Britain as to her capabilities, she had the additional, unintonded benefit* Iof an erruneous British estimate of Germany's naval intentions. Sit ihar
underestimates hawed on similar German deceptions regarding subimarinos,
cruisera, and b4ttlocruiosers also aci~urred prior to World War 11 and may
also havo misled British esttim~ates of Germany's willingn~ess to engage
British naval power with what the British took to be a far less capable

- 4C navy than Germany in fact peosessed.

Similarly, U.S. undorestimates of the range and performance
of the XVApaneao Zero and the e.stirato that shAllow water torpedo attaeks
were lineasible probably contributed tu the Japanoia surprise in attack.
In& Pearl l1arbtir (Woblimelter, 196i2. 194).

Vhair of tho L.uffwfftv'A atrAtogic burfbing catpability, overestiolate-d by
the Air .1t4af. lnflatvid Dritih Cabinet Lietimu~ of Germany's willingness to Ico
to war over the Czi.choilovakia crisis aiid contrittuted to Ch~mborlainas motiva-
tion to capitulate to Hitler, aevording to someo historlano (see bracken. 1977).
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arguieonts about trends in which the "facts" support virtually any con-

clusion. if the "facts" developedare promised on a form of worst-case

assuption (what Garthoff terms the fallacy of "When in doubt, assume

the worst"), they will support a foregone conclusion rather than provide

now, independent evidence regarding the adversary. The weapons

"selection and comparison" process, as Garthoff terms it, tends to

stress present or future inventories, rather than capabilities to achieve

objectives. This process is fallacious because the intelligence consumer

leaves the selection of "facts," the definition of concepts and categories,

and the interpretation of data to an implicit rather than to an open process

A " or else Ulhe decisionniaker is merely swamped with "facts." Conse-

1 1 quontly facts ;an be consciously or unconsciously selected to fit a thcasb

and then used to impute intentions.

I The "just the factt" fallacy hinges on what letts. (1978) terms. the

4 "ambivalence of judgment." che fact that in intelligence there is usually

4 I some evide.we to support any prediction, and o.i Lhe "ambiguity of

evidence." the fact that there existe a high volume of raw data. analysis.

o and estinmtes front which to construtw a v;.riety of judgments. Blsts

¾ ZThe most famous case of the 'jtut the fact." fallacy was

Winston Churchill who, when he first hteamte Prime Minister. lintructed
"I do not wish stteh reports as are rece,,'ive l tw sifted and digested by
the various intelligeneo attthorities." and ordiered that he was to be
"shown everything," whenever possible in thO original doeutm .atAtion. so
that he nutght draw his* own concluitons (Churchill, The $vcon-d World

I - War, Vol. $. p. A19. quoted in McLachlan. 196a: M.$•W

- tAelt~now, consequence of these two aspevts of the follacy

occurred it the ea-ly 1960s when President Kennedy sent a Foreign
Service officer a' 4 a general to assess the iituatiot it Vioetnam. Tho

j general returned with so highly enouragling a report, and the dtplomat
with stteh deeply pessimish tie views that the President Asked "Were you

4 twvo Ceoutlntn in the same country?" (HAlperiut 1974: 171).



asserts that "ambiguity is exploited by wishfulness" and the greater the

ambiguity, the greater the impact of preconceptions.

fr Competing facts Two examples demonstrate the problems of

the "just the facts" fallacy. Garthoff (1978) notes that between 1965 and

1975 the Soviet Union built 205 "major combat ships" (d'd-ined as ships

over 1,9000 tons) to 165 for the United States, ac cordling to Pentagon

figures. If "major combat ships" are defined as ships over 3, 000 tons

(thus not counting those smaller ships more suitable for the coastal

defense missions which are vital for th-a Soviets but less so for the

United States) the conclusion is reversed, the United States has built

more "major" ships. A recent study for the Defense Nuclear Agency

by the Santa Fe Corporation (DNA, 1978) which f ound the Soviet Union

exceeding the United States on all but eleven of forty-four mneasures of

strategic nuclear capability. was attacked by Congressman Robert Carr

(Aviation Week, 1979) as misleading, saince the set of measures chosen

tended to favor the Soviets while measures favoring the United States
4

¶were excluded. Betts also has noted "the problem of innumerable and

endlessly refined indices of strategic balance, and the dependence of

assessments of capabilities ou complex and variable assumptions about

the doctrine, scenarios, and Intentions that wvould govern their use"

(1978.- 69- 70). Baldwin (1976: 19) suggests that this problem permeates

the Washington intelligence establishment: "...in the past decade, the

CIA &ad the DIA have offered policy-makeru two alternative -- and un-

fortunatoly competing -- sets of facts. or derivations from those facts."

Arecent Mathtech s'irvey (1978) of strategic measures found
they cluster Into two groups roprvsenting countervalue capability (use-
ful agiainst area targets) and counterforce capability (useful against point
largetg). and tha~t tOw Soviets h~ave tendtcd to lead in the former whilo the
United States leado in the latter.
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A further difficulty with basing estimates of intentions explicitly

.. [ or implicitly on estimates of just enemy capabilities is that assessing

new or improved enemy capabilities is no simple matter. One's own

technical experts will have great difficulty perceiving in a flow of in-

complete intelligence novel concepts or ideas which they have not

-- themselves already considered, or solutions to problems which they

* 1. have not yet solved. Such underestimation frequently occurred before

and during World War II (Wohlstetter, 1962; McLachlan, 1968; Jones,

1978). The consequence of the opposite, worst case, bias, that is,

crediting the enemy with more capability than he really possesses, has

been to produce the various missile, bomber, etc., "gaps" with resultant

overreactions (Bottome, 1971; Dick, 1972; Gray, 1972; Licklider, 1970).

Responsibility for intention estimates. Is there a wide-spread

tendency among intelligence analysts (especially in the military) to

it"never estimate intentions, "as Garthoff suggests? Ilistorically, both

I British and American military staff officers entered World War II

having been trained that the staff officer should set down and examine

all courses of action open to an enemy but that none should be selected

as more likely than the rest since such a choice would give. a wishful

slant to assessments of courses taken by one's own forces (McLachlan,

196a: 252-3). Gradually, the practice of estimating the enemy's most

probable course of action came into practice, but as late as 1944

American Staff officers in Eisenhower'a headquarters still observed

the principle of not selecting the enemy course of action that intelligence

5 Whaley (1973: Z41, quotes the elder Von Moltke as saying "I have
b Inoticed that there are always three courses open to the enemy, and that

*l he usually takes the fourth."
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showed to be most likely. British officers had cast off this reticence

in 1941 (McLachlan: 409). Wohlstetter (1962) observes that the U.S.

Director of War Plans in 1940 refused to let the Director of the Office

of Naval Intelligence (ONI) have any hand in estimating enemy intentions,

although the head of ONI argued that his job should include "interpreting

possible enemy intentions" (pp. 317-19).

More recently, the Senate Select Committee to Study Government

Operations with Respect to Intelligence Activitieb (the Church Committee)

notes that the intelligence community in the 1960s and 1970s, "confronted

with the challenge to exploit the new sources of intelligence [technical,

especially satellite intelligence]. . . turned away from the more

speculative task of understanding Soviet purposes and intentions, even

though insight into these questions was central to a greater understanding

of the technical information being acquired in such quantity" (Fain, et al.,

:977, p. 21). The Committee pointed out that analysts could furnish

fairly complete and reliable reports on tangibles, such as military

Inventories, but are "not as good" at assessing motives or intentions:

"in particular, some policymakers feel that intelligence analysts have

not been especially helpful . . . on the more subtle questions of political.

econoic, and military intentions of foreign groups and leader" (Fain,

et al., 197. ?'0, see also 1lhsman, 1956: 46-51).

John Hulzengu, former chairman of the CIA's Board of National

Estimates, made the same point more strongly:

IThere is a natural thrust ilL military intelligence
to maximize threats and to oversimplify the
intentions of potential advertaries. It is also
quite naturally true that military proftssionals
tend to see military power its the pritu.nv- dotermin-
ant t-i the bhtvior of states and of the movemnwtt
of events In international politica.y (FVAin, cL 41.

1977: 45)
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General Danial Graham, who spent 16 years in various military

avid civili.-n inte'lligence posts invhidiaig duty A14 head of tile U.S. lOeionse

I [ Intelligence Agency, wrote (1976a. 10) thtat the "essential intolliganco

needs" of military p~lirymakero ari "strength, capability, wn disposi-

L tion" of the onemy. lie writes that in the 1950s and 60s, the prime

national intelligence queuation was "What are the nmilitary capabilities

aaid intentions of the Soviot Union?" but that this question has "become

calculable today with considerable precision" and todlay's questions ii-,

volvc mnore complex political and economic relationships amnong various

states and regions. ElIsewhere Graham (1976b- 65-66) wrote that

"estimaig. the n-ilitary capabilities of a potential eneniy is to military

intelligence men a ~much m-ore critical function than it i.ý for his (sic]

civiliat clicaguo" and that "the vnilitary it-telligence officer when in

doubt -- that lwhe;% evidence is aobigieus *i tendls to chooao from

the mare prudeat. mro pe %iimistic. range of atiatytical res,.ults."

These opinions of outsidoro (the Church Conu"Weo) and intiders

(Hui-ona a Geoeral Graham) seem to r4efloct A tedndeny to tstimate

military capabilities mor~ often, tuore readily. and with hlore %ttce-43

th~a to otitmate iatotious. Ftrthermoro, Graham clearly seeso the-

"1whoti in -104t. 4po*mo th@ wor~tt" policy to bo A Prudent.'oeinl

Uut holnest" bias rathor than the otimation fallacy Garthoff 144'41 it.

Militry trns3. ficial and offiicial military doctrine at

least until rocently tends to oupport Gatheuw Asart'ot thAt militiry

itltligoltwe alysto toad to ootintato unly vapatilitivs. i.0. . the pro-

World War it stiaff prittelploo are still owl4e.The uvoffieial

hisitory of U.S Artity latoligoaco (Po- - and Wtlsou. 1977 1. 7) roitoratoo

Ek. g. *U. S. Army Field Manual 10- 5 "Comdti Ltolligence," 195111
**Cotvtattdore t-Ao ocrttat that Lhey haoe- their actiutls, 41sosi~tiono.

altd plarns upoll e mjj*ates of enemy capab4Utitaes r.%ther than upon eotiato*
of en~emy inotioro."



a dicttum well known to officers that military intelligence analysts

should "evaluate the enemy's capabilities and avoid guessing as to his

iventtions." The recent official Army manual on combat intelligence

(Department of the Army, 1973) describes the duties and methods of the

combat intelligence officer without using the term "inkention." Instead

it prescribes (pp. 6-9) that "The primary purpose of the intelligence

estimate is to determine the courses of action open to the enemy.

and, If possible, the probable order of their adoption." That is, the

military analyst avoids predicting or forecasting a particular intent or

objective, and Instead describes every "likely" action available to the

enemy and, "if possible," attempts to determine which are most con-

sitatent with the enemy's situation and capabilities. To assess such probable

courses the analyst is instructed ta depend on the estinmation of capabili-

ties, i.e.. what Garthoff terined "just the facts."

iHowever. U.S. military doctrine on the estinmation of intentions

is ahitting. For oxample, the most recent field nunual an Army

opurations (Field Manual 100-5, 1976) amph& -size that enemvy

Witentiono must always be considered along with capabilities 4nd prohablo

actions. The manual instructo that "'emmainders must think of the

eav e•t u tormn of the enemy's tactics amu doctrine. and seek to detect

indicators of his intontions as well as hin capabilities." Furthermore.

the manual e#plieitly acknowledges that the military ccmuuaer will

have to base his estimate on ambiguous data and that risks are inherent

in decisions based on ouch eatw'a tes.

If there has been on tho one hand the tradition that the eanmy's

intentious cannot be knomn. that enen• y capAbilities will indicate the

Sg~mo tf hio po•kiCle action*. which Argtt k" that intontitI lohtintition



should not be doiw, there is also un the other handt the moure recent

[ syndronte (alto largely military) which iniplhcs' that explicit intention

estimation should not be done, that it is at best unncct'ssury and at

V ~worst mitsleadling. because the oernmy hintssdf will unwittingly tiignal us

I his. intentions. This psychology has been termed "tThe Ultra Syndrome.

Intontlon E.sthnxition antd Tho Ultra 5; ndrorna

You ;alw;%ys annunwv that the military and

intolllgencc people have ,onnmo m4uret skill'1 not available to ordinary mortals.

Weý often give our enemii-s the means of our
Own dcstru-tion.

Aesop

Althougzh the hit~tory of codes antd cipheýrs is ancient, 4Ad their

inerceýption atd solutiotin azarly as old, the ;iope of signals iatelllgerwo

and eryptanalysis and their impact otA modern wa~rfAre have hteon psutdcly

relattd ouly recently. The iWyettion of wireless C4~nullaLt nd

it -~epread adoption by miilitary torcoo And governmetsu broutght net

just the ability to operate anid conxunhuricate rapidly and 4t great distan

4ut 4,so thet apportut~niy for enemies to itttercpt and dphv.toroes

privato WI.@54gei. 4'tavid ItAM's 41948) ta~solvo compotdiunt is the

t. ~~bw-t oztan publicw tre~atnwtet of the goneral stbject of 4bea a.

- '11w firmt widospread uie of eaemy oignab# for the purpoiles of

* $ Iacert-Aizdng enrmy lnfteattot coincided with thg first wtdasiproad *Ase

of radio in wartare. Thoo intorcopt ;and analyois of German siignlal by

lUritish Natail tatdllige~oac in World Wa*r I has been toWd in soawt detail

(Ewing, 1919: Saatcso. 1954). Perhaps thve eattral ctyptllogital event

lin tM. warw the lnterce$ and coýpitemvmei by 1Uritizh Nav
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Intelligence of the telcgrarn by the German Foreign Minister to Mexico,

inviting that country and Japan to join Germany in attacking the United

Statis. Tuchman (1958) examines the impact the release by the British

of Usis intelligence to Woodrow Wilson's government had upon America's

decision to enter the war.

Readcinj! the enmvy s mind. It was not until World War U how-

ever that radio communication became so ubiquitous in diplomacy and

warfare that it offered the potential of serving as direct ac-ess to the

enemy's thoughts and plans. Recent accounts of the solution of the

Gnrman Enigma Uphers in Europe (Lewin, 1978; Montagu. 1978:

Winterbotham, 1974) and of the decryption of the Japanese Purple Cipher

System (e.g., Clark. 1977; Kahn, 1968) make clear that these triumphs

of codebreaking and security did indeed produce an unprecedented (and

perhaps unique) access to enens, plans. estimates. and intentions.

R. V. Jonee, Scientific Advisor to the RAF during tho war, writes

(1978: 530): "the confidence with which Enigma decodes could be used

in coastructing or tosting theories of euiney Intentions was out~t&ndiag

among 4l1 thto sourc-.:s availablo to us.

These 4evo tat raiso the issue of what Laewin (1978. JZý torms*

the Ultro Syndrome (Ultra wao tho 11ritish and lator America# code-

"anme given to Eiag.a-btaed intelligence reports): "The

assumption that boc;.u3, the InlorcWps. so autheativ and so

oloqueat, told #a vatich they mtutt tell overything." Mc~clan 0 968.
ZS) made the *e observation:

Expeiefee n both oidoo In two war* and in
pevttitte hiae gtahtwiw that An hirtelligenvo
orgatt2atiou iwthieh lived f crypor*ia

exvtImiowiA' o ahg& f- 'ilto ei tilh4. It Wen~
th~~i,11) 4 itti aptictiont thal t mkc the fullosit

use of Othor sources* ...
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A. V

tr

~~ r ~ (that it has occurred is well docus~ticd D4 Oh swicrcr fsc

F. Ardenaces Offensive, the Rattle of th- Atlantic, the North Viotnantoges

offansivc of 1975, and others; soe sourcos noted aboave an4l Stroww

1968; IWohlste.tter, 1942; Ryan. 1974; Sncpp, t977).7 First, u*;

intttlligectW$ to 6te at all offoettive must behold very closely: only

4 most nocossary figurets can be allowo4 to know of xtscistnece and

n~l y one's most highly trusted allies can be- infortmod lest the enemny

C learn of this ntortal breach of his security and closo it. The facts that

11the U'tra oaccret wai well eept for oveir 30 years, and4 that the U.S. Army

did ncit cirettlato itifoariationt Oni signals lte1encfor ito common

sioldier unttil 1976 (Ttý SO-ZOQ, 1976) b)etot-er. the secýroey which sturrounds

t~tn iwtod. $codthe yield frual tht*40 methodsi has 4-eemi c!xtrsmwly

Hitlerts irstructious beore Rttomnwl 4W4 (Wlsgrt.t~humh.n 1974. bewin%.

197a). Tho nott Wfct of theae tto- f4&cter~ is that M400 privy to this

For e.4arape. Sneapp f1177: 174) writesa 4 the t9'e ~rth itaiA
*Wotite'ivo fromn hisi pevsp: eriva is a iCIA 4aaJVyst in $Litgsn: "Tthe veecnt re-

port fromn [a orhViettuimaIIt~el defvector paiatted}1 t(3 thtr shift W the iZOth
NVA Dvivsion. to Dan Mo Thuat [wLdvre the NVA czff'eitive was'W tfo -

gi* . . I filially ditimisiged it 15 false pia, 1 ipt at t~he rvc!tmr-
riag radio inervepts that ierof~i4 tio place the 14dt~h int it.- 40rntal 6ipewathua

-~~ j cotte to rely oiewessvely oU Sgch e4acmrenatWilly ohlt..me uetaree
Mot htttaist~ data. I fatu mtt~gcii alttAt."$ilry

~~iseahower~~~~~ fi- hintfgec fir.tkl-Fe rryatast. sta over.
relin on ltrA andudeotmvhgUmge' Itntintion tp utaek is' the

Nasseoriav ?&ts isahwasate u1ttcher. wrate "Ike Inisttsi w*

it with iopines. reoaeacmd44- tiwanos avalhblr (ewis I7M:
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special source of information seemingly posses a magical insight into

the enemy mind, and the successes. this knowledge produces lead to the

atrophy in other analytic skills noted above by McLachlan.

Secrecy and accuracy also limit challenges; such special sources

come to have a cachet of omniscience because they are never identified

to those without access, and so cannot be directly criticized. Perhaps

the most severe problem engendered is that top policy-makers are almost

always given total or near-total access to these sources while only a

handful of intelligence officers are included on the restriction lists and

none are included on them all. Daniel Ellsberg related to a joint Senate

Hearing his comments to Henry Kissinger in 1968 when the latter was

about to become President-elect Nixon's national security advisor

(Testimony reprinted in Fain, et al., 1977: 501-514) which eloquently
details this problem:

You have written articles and rubbed shoulders
for a decade with people who had these clearances
and access to information that you didn't know
existed, and you will feel like a fool because
,ou didn't know it. You will feel like a fool for

having written all that without having this special
information on which to judge. You will realize
that the people that you talked to had it and you
didn't. .!

But that feeling will only last for a week or two,
because after a week or so of having four-star fl
generals, or at that time one-star generals ...
bring you in special brief cases, special pouches,
books that are available only to you and your boss
and a few other people . ., and certainly not
to members of the public, you will forget that you
were once a fool and remember only that every-
one else is a fool who does not have this information. Jj
Moreover, in signing agreements to have this
information, you will come to understand that the
only way of keeping secrets this well is to lie . . .
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You have the information, they don't; they don't
even have the wisdom to know what they don't
know; therefore they have no h-gitiniate role.
You will become unable to learn from anyone
who does not have these clearances.

The policymaker who comes to rely on these little-known secrett! •
sources of seeming perfect accuracy regarding the enemy's plans will

see little need for further estimation of the enemy's intentions, and

will see little point in questioning the assumptions which these sources
8

foster and sustain.

Intention Estimation: Can it be done?

In a world of perfect information, there
would be no uncertainties about present and
future intentions . . . information, however
is bound to be imperfect . . . the intelligence
community can at best reduce ihe uncer'ainties
and construct plausible hypotheses.

P James Schlesinger, 1971

Unless something is totally conclusive, you -

must make an inconclusive report.

Ray Cline, 1975

If a man could say nothing against a character
but what he can prove, history could not be
written.

Samuel Johnson

There are several exanmples in history of successful efforts by

intelligence to "read" the intentions of the enemy in war or an adversary

L8

8 The Ultra Syndrome infrequently cuts the other way, i.e. , those
"in the know may be pilloried because their defense rests on secrets they
are unable to reveal. British Air Chief Marshall Sir Hugh Dowding,

W . Commander-in-Chief of RAF Fighter Command, was sacked and Air Vice-
Marshall Keith Park, Commander of Fighter Command 11 Group (which
bore the brunt of the Battlc of Britainj, was transferred to a training job
as a result of a "deplorable" Air Staff meeting after the battle at which

i Park's rival, Leigh-Mallory, and one of Leigh-Mallory's squadron leaders
challenged Dowding's and Park's tactics. Dowding's conduct was based on
his knowledge of Luftwaffe plans obtained via Ultra, but he did not reveal
this basis for his highly effectivw tactics because present among his
attackers were several who knew nothing of the Ultra secret. (See Lewin,
1978; and Sir John Slessor's introduction to Winterbotham, 1974).
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in peace but there are many more examples of failures of intelligence,

which were basically faulty estimates of intentions. This section lists

some well-known intelligence successes and failures in order to draw

some general observations about strategic surprise and strategic

success.

Successes and failures. Even a brief listirg of the best known

instances of intelligence successes and failures (Table 3. 1) reveals

several useful observations. In the table each event is evaluated from

the viewrpoints of the defender and the attacker. Those surprise events

which the defending country's leaders failed to anticipate are judged to

be intelligence failures. When the surprise event was anticipated the

event is judged as an intelligence success. From the viewpoint of the

attacker each event is judged to be a strategic success if it subsequently

"1 t led to the long-term outcomes desired by-the attacker. If the surprise event is

followed by strategic disaster for the attacker the event is judged to be

a failure. Thus the Pearl Harbor attack was an intelligence failure

because U.S. leaders failed to anticipate it, but the event was also a

strategic failure because it strengthened rathler than weakened U.S. belligerence

and military efforts and led to Japan's defeat. On the other hand, the

Chinese intervention in Korea surprised the U. N. command but was

also a strategic success in that it prevented the collapse of the North

Korean regime and ultimately restored the two Koreas' ante bellum

boundaries.

Trumpeting of failures. This summary of surprise events

indicates first that intelligence failures (13/16) are certainly better

known than intelligence successes (3/16). Several factors will tend to

make this true regardless of the efficiency of intelligence systems.

38}
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Table 3. 1. Sonic Well-known Exarniplos of Strategic Surprise

D I ef endecr's Attacker'sa
Ihielligence StrategyIEvent S F S F

1939 Germany Attacks Poland x x

I1940 Germany Attacks Norway x x
-1941 Japanese Attack Pearl Hiarbor x x

y.1941 German Attack on Russia x x

1942 Japanese Attack on Midway x
1944 German Ardennes Offensive x x

- 1950 North Korean Attack on South
Korea x x

1950 Chinese Intervention in Korea x

j1956 Francoa-B ritish-Israeli
Attack on Egypt x x

1961 Bay ol Pigs Invasion x x
1962 Russian Installation of Missiles

in Cuba x x

1967 Egyptian-Syrian A'ttack on Israel X. x
1968 Vietnamese Tet Offensive x x

1970 U3.S. Intervention in Cambodia x x

1973 Egyptian-Syrian Attack on Israel x x

1975 North Vietnamese Offensive x X

Attacker' s Strategy

Success Failure
Sccess -

Defender' s Intelligence

Failure Z ~ Z 8 13
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(1) It is virtually impossible to conceal t-he consaquences of a major

intelligence failure - - the results are too disastrous. Furthermore,

responsibility for intelligence failures usually is readily ascertainei;

faulty estimates arnd predictions persist after the disaster and point

fingers of blame. On the other hand, what we have termed intelligence

suc4:oss events might exclude many more such events that have never

been identified, publicly.' That is, one cannot Identify the surpri8c

attack that was canceled as easily as one notices the surprise attack

that succeeds. Attackers will bide their time, change their plans, or

cancel their operations if they learn that the defender's intelligence has

uncovered their surprise plans. Ironically, intelligence in those cir-

cum~stances may be accused of having issued a false alarm, since nothing

happened, rather than the alarm that forestalled the attack: the "great

paradox" noted by Shllaim (lW,6) that intelligence's "greatest successes

may be indistinguishable from failures." (Z) The defender whose

Intelligence has successfully warned of a surprise attack may witsi to

keep the details of this success confidential since similar techniques

-4 If kept secret will probably hava future applications. The defender, ati

well as the attacker, may wish to foster the myth (or cover story) that

the attack failed or was postponed for any of a variety of innocuous

reasons other than the defender's Intelligence skills. There Is thus a

strong motive to keep successful Intelligence secret. (3) Over tho long

~ 1 run, successful intelligence will reduce the prohabilitleec of war and

conflict by providing the state with accurate appraisals of the future

.....- 9John F. Kennedy noted of his Intelligence chief "youtr triumphs are
unheralded, your failures trumpeted. (Quoted in Colby. 1978: 4S6.) Chan
(1979: 173) writes. "we should refrain from. overemphasizing the ubiquity of
strategic surprise, since the universe of successful warnings Io largely un-
known."1 Infrequently. the record of a nation's successes and failures in

I ~ estimating foreign intentions becomtes public: Such is the caso in the inatance
J, ~of Nazi Germany. Kahn (197ti: 60-69) concludes that the Nazti intelligence

agencies were wrong more often titan right in their estimates of foreign
intentions. 4
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gouxls aind actionis of other stteIsI s*( that tile Stites Policy c~all effectively

Influence the others and the state can arrange mutually satisfying accom-1

modations and compromises. This subtle and quiet role of Intelligonco

as the handmaiden of effective foreign policy will tend to go unnoticed,

* whereas 0ie failure of intelligence to accurately estimate the objectives

of other states or their willingnoss to take risks leads to those conflicts

and subsequent surprise avents which make intelligence failures so

conspicuous.

T1. .2~rtiLAence of stratkiic fallures. A second observation to

be m~adc of Table 3. 1 1., th-at, despite the prepondctrance of intelligence

L -failure over intelliglence success (i.e., despite the Attaiwnment of

j s4urprise) strategic failares ( f111) are more common than strategic

$Ucceased (5/16). Intelligence failure isi perhapti r ecessa-iry but

certainly not a sufficient condition for strategic 'suceess. In the analysis

of intelligence failures býelow, it is argtued what intelligenco failure Is

I likely to he followod by strategic failure because the most surprising

plans are thoese whi~ch are asseised as likely to fail and. in fact. such

plans5 do sorpri~e bevauge they will oea tua~lly fail.

Titt-trinttotts iMvvantageo t r Ise. A third obsewvation i* that

ntelligence atyr.- t4ito b~e followod by str tegic fai1 re o 13

eases of intolligence failtire. or strategic sprise. S are followed by

strategic failure while 5 are followed by strate~gic *wvýO Irtealligence

Iucoo ay h.5 otU1Ant to cauoo oitratiegic failure. Uut it !# not

nocessa;ry. Of I I oit-ýgte failures. wero preceed by intoll -once
failures and4 .iwere pre yitliec es.TWO ouggests

there may be thtea "ltypeti' of striitogic 4ctiont (I) those that will tail

even it launchod in sur-prise, (Z th-e that will tail unle~s thay are launcehed

4t



10

in surprise, and (3) those that cannot fail, surprise or not. Fromom

the defender's point of view the first type of event will be the most

difficult to foresee (because it is so risky), while the third type will be

the easiest (because it has no risks). That is, in the first and third types

intelligence failure (surprise) is neither necessary or sufficient for

strategic success, whereas in tho second type intelligence failure is

necessary but not sufficient for strategic success. In the first type the

intelligence analyst is unlikely to anticipate such seemingly "irrational"

and risky action (although he/she can and should attempt to "expect the

unexpected"). In the third type the intelligence analyst's estimate may

be unnecessary since the enemy's course may be obvious, and, at any

rate, the provision of warning would have no impact on the outcome. It

is in actions of the second type t'ia. intelligence can play a regular and

1.0Logically there is a fourth "type" of strategic action: those
that succeed only when intelligence succeeds in eliminating their
srprise and which fail if surprise is achieved. Such "nonsurprise
attacks" seem improbable at first glance because they may not occur
in situations of hostility between states. Such a type may take place
in the context of efforts to better relations, such as negotiations. For
example, the state which makes a radically new and unexpected pro-
posal 0. eL, achieves surprise) may fail to have the proposal accepted
whereas a gradual unfolding of the proposal preceded by prolonged
preparation (such that the proposal wtould he amply telegraphed to the
other state) might succeed. Israeli intelligence analysts, just before
Sadat'a peiee initiative in 1977, were reportedly preoccupied with how
they could determine friendly Arab intentions. Sadat nevertheless
surprised lsimaeli intelligence again (Hareven, 1978; li, fin. 7). However.
failures to estimate friendly intentions are less critical (although they
may still be costly) thai aro failures to estimate hostile intentions, con-
sequently this fourth type of strategic action will receive no further discussio-.

Furthermore. it is worth noting that cryptographic knowledge
of the enemy's Intentions does not automatically eliminate intelligence
failure, as the Pearl Harbor episode demonstrates (Wohlstetter. 1962).
Perfect kowledge of enemy plans and intentions,. i. e,, intelligence
success, may be followed by strategic success of the enemy if the
dWnder is unable to rake use of his knowledge. The German conquest
of ;rote i a case in point (lee Lewis. 1978: chapter 6).

IQ
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useful role, that i-s, in forestalling actions that require intelligence

failure (surprise) for their success.
11

The uncertain trumpet. A fourth observation can be made of

these well-known instances of strategic surprise. In nine of the

thirteen cases of intelligence failure, either hostilities were initiated

(e.g., German attack on Russia), or a previously nonbelligerent country

entered the war (e. g., China intervened in Korea), or a previously

neutral nation was attacked (e.g., U.S. intervention in Cambodia,

German invasion of Norway). Only three of the intelligence failures

took place in the midst of war (Ardennes, Tet, and North Vietnamese

offensives). Only one failure took place entirely in a peacetime environ-

ment (Cuban missile crisis). This suggests that intelligence failures

"(at least those that are well-known) are particularly likely to occur

regarding when war will break out and regarding what nations will be

attacked or will join in the war. rEspecially suggestive of this are the

facts that in World War II, the British declaration of war surprised

Hitler, Germany's attack on Russia surprised Stalin, and Japan's attack

on the Americans and British surprised Roosevelt and Churchill; that

is, the events that brought each of the major belligerents into this war

were strategic surprises.

A final observation may be of small comfort to the intelligence

services which have failed; any service seems to be subject to failure.

Several countries which succeed in surprise attacks are also victims

of them (Israel, Egypt). It is unlikely- that intelligence failure or

! I If the trumpet give an uncertain sound, who shall, prepare
himself to the battle. Corinthians 14: 8.
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strategic surprise are the province of any nation, culture, service,

or period. There is a universality about intelligence failure.

Intention estimation successes. Although this cvrsory examina-

tion of intelligence successes and failures suggests the latter are far

better known to the public than the former, detailed histories of success-

ful estimations of enemy intentions can be found, such as George's study

summarized below. George's history of propaganda analysis provides

another reason why intelligence failures will tend to be more conspicuous

than intelligence successes. That is, determination of an intelligence

success requires careful analysis of the product of the intelligence

agency and comparison of this product to historical records and data to

verify or disconfirm the estimates and predictions made. In contrast,

as noted above, determining the occurrence of intelligence failures Is a

simpler and more direct process requiring no historical or scholarly

skills.

After World War II George (1959) assessed rhe accuracy of

intelligence analysts working for the U.S. Foreign Broadcast Infor-

mation Service (FBIS) of the Federal Communications Commission in

estimating German and Italian policies, intentions and goals from Axis

propaganda. George compared a random sample o: two months of

inferences and estimates by the FBIS analysts with verifying evidence

in captured Axis war records, diaries, and orders. The analysts were

scored correct on 15 of 18 verifiable inferences dealing with elite

policies and intentions, on 10 of 10 inferences dealing with elite

expectations, on 7 of 8 inferences dealing with elite estimates; I.e.,

in the random two month sample they were able to accurately estimate

44
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~ 1 3U of 36 issues of elite behavior for which verification could be obtained

1: (George. 1959: 264). George cautions that the FTIlS analysts may have

been 1ess willln., to make estimates of elite behavior thtan to assess

Axis propaganda goals (another of their tasks), and thus made the

former inferences only when they were highly confident. Nevertheless,

their ability to draw correcit estinnates of e~nemy intentions from

propaganda alone was inmprossive. George concludes (p. ?-68) that the

analysts made correct estimate,; on .a wide variety of questions of

interest and importance to decisionirnakers: that such estimates included

(1) Naz.i intentions, (2) the calculations and estimtates underlying Nazi

policies, and (3) the situational factors influencing Nazi policy and

actions; and the aralystu produced cons.Utently reliable analyaiis of

intelligence problemis over time. George's assessmnent of the metho-

dology used by the F1318 analysts to estiniate intentions is analyzvd

in Section 7.

A similar claim for accuracy has been made by McLachlan

1.(1968: 248). who summarizes the four year experience of the Joint

Intelligence Committee which produced British intelligonco estimates

during W~orld War 11: "Frecast,% of enomy Ytrategy and intentions

were mostly accurate. although at timveo the language of their reportts

would have been firmetr had they not Weon obliged to reconcile thle

i: wa of five departments." However, McLAchlan relies on Anoedote

and oxample, and the successful conclusion of the war ais uvidence

4S



12for his asserin Similarly Jones (1978) sumnmarizes his Successes

in using technical intelligence and Ultra in predicting German air

operations.

12aall fairneas it sihould be pointed out that George. Mc~achlan.
and Jones wore wartim~e mombora of the intolligence agetiejes whose
abiliiesf to Vtiluate enemy intentionf. they sbsequently evaluated so
0ositively. Whtle the natural biati of a "loyal alunmnus" sieem iAlmost

cortaisnly to have 1)een avoided in the eatie of George, and relatively in-
consequential In the case of Jone5 and McLachlan. 4i cannot be totally
ruled out arx affecting their views.
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SE~CTION 4

4;j vWHY E.SrIMATE.S OF JNTIENTIONS FAIL:
STRATEGIC SURPRISE AND) INTE LL1IGENCE FAILURE
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W IlY ESTIMATES OF~ INTENTIONS FAIL:L
STRATEGIC SURPRISE AND INTELLIGENCE FAILURE

Intelligence failures have probably created
the biggest wars in this century.

William Colby, 1978

Oh, where hath our intelligence been drunk,
where hath it slept?

Shakespeare. Kiti ohn~

In this section the literature on intelligonce failures and the

failure of policymakors to ut~iie Intelligence is reviewed. This rovii'v

............. utilizes the three levels of analysis used in Allison's (1971) examination

of the Cuban missile crisis. That is, we characterize the lit.;rature on

strategic surprise and intelligence failure as focusiv- on the level of

1) the Individual actors. 2) the w.,:oanizational actors, or 3) the political

decisionmaking chanrels. Little of this literature uses more than one of

taese levels of analysis; most studies identify the. central causes of

failures as ocurring at oane of these levels. Within this level of analysis

framework our aim is to identify what various observers of intelligence

failureii see as the basic causes of the failure at well as the component

e4lements and proceases that underlie failure. Thio review throughout

emhsiz~e* astimatop of intention; however. failures of other estinwtes

which 4eem to affect intvation rotimAtion are also reviewed.

f ~Allison's examination of the Cut.an missile crisis utilized three

conceptual modols or paraftmgm to de.terwiine tho mnotivos and intetion$

behiid Soviet ;And Amevrican actions. lie labeled theae, the ratioalI

actor paradigo- (or clar.ical modoe11. the or auir.AtiortAl process

paradi1~v. and the Luroaucratic politics paruligox. We emnla these
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patradfigmiz not as, Allin-on did4, to examine yen-cral policymaking, baut

j rather to organize the explanations of Atratngtic vurprl4C anti intellignnco

failure. Tha-t is, whereas Allison, uses these pariadigmis to answer

questions suc-h as4 "Why was a particolar policy chosun?". we use tl'ent

to organize the various aniswearm to the- questions "Why were the estimates

of intentions wrong-, why was the government surprised byJ- its adversary?"

Thei Indlividual Miodel of ivttc-litinne oVailure

Theic histotry of InternaL otal relations is

1.full of . .. wishful assum~ptions which

Benno WAtsicrmian, 1960

We can ezuiily ropre~sont thing5 as we wish
the", to be.

A\esop

Tho iwisie unit at tjhii~ level of atmly*.s4its the individual

inteligence analyst or polivymak.er. TVhis notoel assuntes1 that the basic

VAuOVIý of intelligoene fa*ilures originatv with Intdviduals a~nd that the

compotient elemen-ts antd provesses 4ehi44 failtur~a inivolve the probleuws

of the intdividu~al actor tryinto osLmtiteio.

Laicversus 2e rveption. The literature cm iatelligercee f4ailutros

which Of.stsis the ittokividul divides inito two schIOoUls, thAt which

~ jg~l~eae aalyts ndpolicym~akerti as essavEtialty logical 4An

ratiunal but nevertheloos occasionAlly f"oold (which we can tern% the

ratib, .4 hYPO~theit), awl that Which viestha idvdt a albe

biaedandillgicl ictim of hifs ownU diswvrtiwvg twrccstioas (whih we0

Va# term the pervceptuAl hytpothesis0). Whileo vach Oeh4 t se thgo

role of the WIM~ddual. tlkej point to diatintctly diflerout causesO asl l04ds
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Knorr (1964) argues for what we might call the rational hypoth-

esis school of the individual model. While he acknowledges that intel-

ligence analysts develop a ':set of expectations" of a target country's

likely patterns of behavior, Knorr writes that these are different from

(but perhaps affected by) the "national image" one society has of another.

The intelligence analyst's "belief system" is more sophisticated than the

general social belief system and, Knorr asserts, analysts "apply to

(their) images tests of proof and disproof that will modify or dispel

them. These specialists . . . can be expected to rise above (society's)

stereotyped views" (p. 461). Knorr concludes that the analysts' ex-

pectations, having withstood the tests of previous estimates (i. e.,

having been confirmed by experience in the past), or having been

modified as a result of such experience, "should form a solid basis for

intelligence" (p. 461).

In contrast to this quasi-scientific image of the intelligence

analyst, the perceptual hypothesis stresses the analyst's cognitive

limitations and -he critically debilitating role of perceptions and images

in biasing analytic judgment. For example, George and Smoke (1974:

574) write:

Individuals . . . are capable of engaging in
various strategems for diluting or discrediting
information that challenges the structure of

Sexisting expectations. discrepant inform a-
tion. is nften required, in effect, to meet
higher standards of evidence and to pass stricter
tests to gain acceptance than new information
that supports existing expectations. . . the
equivalent of the scientist's null hypothesis is
rarely available or welcomed in policymaking . .
it Is relatively easy for intelligence specialists
and policy-makers to discredit discrepant infor-
mation or to interpret It in such a way as to save
a preferred hypothesis or policy.
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A 12 Sitnilarly, Shlaini (1970) ass~erts that iniages of the irite rnational

situation and especially the intentions of other nations play an "all-

important" role in the making of intelligence estimates. In forming

these estimates intelligence officers use "over- simplified images

embodied in long-standing ideological stereotypes" rather than applyiLng

varied concepts derived from an open-minded process. Shlaim believes

intelligence analysts "can easily become prisoners of their theories,

'V. with those theories acting as blinkers to exclude any evidence that does

not conform to their expectations" (p. 357-8). Stalin may have put it

P most succinctly: "An intelligence hypothesis may become your hobby-

horse on which you will r~de straight into a self-made trap" (quoted in

Whaley, 1973: 222).

Knorr

The rational actor model of foreign policy processes is described

by Allison (1971: 26-8) as having a broad and deep impact on U.S.

scholarship. H-owever, with the exception of Knorr, analyses of

intelligence failure and strategic surprise eschew the image of the

intelligence specialist or policymaker as classical rational actors.

A brief review of Knorr's analysis demonstrates the difficulties created

by assuniing a rutional actor in assessing the causets of strategic intel-

ligence failures.

Although analysts' expectativne are more sophiatic~ated than

those of the public, Knorr acknowledgas that intellig~nce specialists do

got ottrprised, lie attributes this to what ho torse "technical surprise,"

"behavioral sur~prise," and "apparent aurprise." Tito first Occurti when

the analysts' expectatlons art correct regarding the other country but

W
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the opponent succeeds in concealing a particular course of action or

capability. This would seem to limit "technical surprise" to rather

minor intelligence failures. If the course of action or capability which

the intelligence specialists overlook has critical consequences it would

be hard to allow that events could nevertheless be deemed compatible

with the specialists' expectations.

"Behavioral surprise" may result from three causes- (1) the

enemy country may act irrationally, (2) the intelligence agencies may

be incompetent, or may be unduly influenced by national images based

on myths or wishful thinking rather than on objective perception, or

(3) the opponent country may change its pattern of behavior so that the

intelligence experts' expectations are out of date. The first caus, is

certainly compatible with Knorr's view of the analyst as a rational,

means-ends estimator of enemy intentions. If the enemy does not

utilize rational calculations to reach decisions, the rational analyst can

hardly be expected to anticipate the decisions reached, although he

would presumably be prepared for exotic and .inusual decisions. The

second cause is clearly incompatible with Knorr's view of the

intelligence analyst. An intelligence agency which succumbed to the

1 Perhaps the most extraordinary example was the double
technical surprise on 9 March 1862 when the steam powered ironclads
Monit-r and Merrimac (or Virginia as the latter was rechristened by

. the South) battled in Hampton Roads, forever ending the reign of wooden
ships. The success of the Merrimac the previous day over the wooden
sailing ships of the Union Navy had taken the North by complete surprise
(there was panicky talk of abandoning Washington) while the appearance
of the Monitor on the ninth took the South (and the Merrimac's crew)
utterly unawares. Both sides expected the other, in general, to eventually
build ironclads at some point during the war, and each was racing to be the
first. That the race could end in a tie seems to have been anticipated by
neithe5r.
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Li
third cause may be considered rational in some respects but its

obsolescence, rigidity, and staleness implies a nonrational, and certainly

nonoptimal, adjustment to change. Knorr rejects behavioral surprise as

the cause of the Cuban missile crisis, but acknowledges its role in other

intelligence failures, which suggests he sees intelligence specialists as

having only limited rationality, i. e., as being occasional victims of

biased or rigid perceptions.

Knorr's "apparent behavioral surprise" can be best described as

a double intelligence failure. In the case of the Cuban missile crisis

this consisted of the Soviets underestimating the risks of U.S. reaction

to Soviet missiles in Cuba (the Soviet intelligence failure, or "behavioral

surprise") and U.S. intelligence and policy agencies assuming the Soviets

would continue to follow a conservative policy (the U.S. intelligence

failure, or "apparent behavioral surprise"). The U.S. analysts'

expectations regarding the means-ends calculations of the Soviets Knorr

V, •believes were correct,but the analysts did not foresee the information

and estimates provided by Soviet intelligence to the Soviet decision-

mnakers. While the part played by U.S. intelligence agencies (as seen

by Knorr) is consistent with an image of a rational intelligence analyst,

his description of the Soviet intelligence performance is not; the expecta-

tions of the Soviets regarding the U.S. reaction were clearly inadequate

if events occurred as Knorr speculates.

In short, a review of Knorr's analysis of intelligence failure

suggests that he believes the expectations of intelligence analysts may

'be more objective than general national stereotypes, but these

expectations are at times inadequately assessed against reality. 1 norr
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seems to be arguing that intelligence agencies are more rational than

the public but are still occasional victims of incompetence, wishful

thinking, and faulty assumptions.

The Perceptual School

Genius, in truth, means little more than
the faculty of perceiving in an unhabitual
way.

William James, 1890

This difficulty of seeing things correctly,
which is one of the greatest sources of
friction in war, makes things appear quite
different from what is expected.

C. von Clausewitz

'While the analysis of intelligence failure from the perspective

of the rational intelligence specialist has few spokesmen, the perceptual

hypothesis has many. Three main themes ranging from specific to

general appear in this school of the individual model: (1) a focus on

the impact of specific images of the other and of self, (2) a focus on the

filtering effects of perceptions on informatiot processing, and (3) a focus

on the limitations of human cognition in general.

The impact of specific images. Lloyd Etheredge (1978) traces

failures and errors in policymaking to the personal motives, the

individual behavioral patterns, and the fears of the top leaders. These

internal structures shape leaders' beliefs about external reality and

limit any objective examination of the appropriateness of these images.

This process generates a (false) sense of confidence and consistency

which leads leaders to believe their decisions are right and rational.

Benno Wasserman (1960) makes a similar assertion, that policymakers

are surprised because they lack and do noL secek the knuwledge of foreign

1L
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4k ffiirs- which would prevent surpriso "'bicausq,, ii-Acdligt!nce tetids, to be

[ geared to an uncritical conceptual framework. . Its estinvates of the

intentions of other countries are based on inapplicable assumptions"

(p. 157). H-. A. DcWoord (1962) expanded this basic cause to "the

political-t-iliLary climate of opinion" which prevents policymlakers from

"11rawving proper conclusions fromn . . . inelgnecle~ln"(p. 411).

* UingKora a a ase study, DeWcord clairns the policy i k rs

refused to believe what our intelligence told
us w.-s in fact happenling bocause it wai at
variance with the prevailing climnate of opinion

... (thcy) also refuse-d to believe our intel-
ligence bec~ause it would have been very incon-
venient if ("hey) had: (they) would have had to
do something about it.

V Etheredge. Wassermaii, and Deoeord seemingly agree that

particular assumptions of policyrnakers abotut the cnvmy prevent thern

1. from objcivly eniploying intelligence, but they differ It thuir

agsessments of the component eiesnexits underlying thi b asi as

I -of Intelligence failtirna Ethearecige sees the perceptual blin.Oness of

palicyrnakers as a consequence of the personality of those who 4ucceed

in political life, i. e. , the characteristics of the succesiful politician

are also likely to produce a highly biased outlook on forvign affAir4.

Wasserman
Wasiermtan sctes the basic caubie of Itelligence fAilures as

resulting frorn the llofficlial theory of Intelligence" and front the rolation

2This issue is also analyzed Ucy Lamptoo (19'Pl), rvi.,-.ed below.

Dhoitop(97)tes.lrl Arues UL,.0 -military life Mttacto
atthortaranperonaitisand minitary trainiog %nd triaditiotv uli

force the rigidities, projoction, and denial %spocts of thouglit that
produce n-ilitary blundorrs and catast ruphos.
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of intelligence to policy. The "official theory" of intelligence is a shared,

implicit community of attitude among policymakers, intelligence analysts, [
and officials, and scholars of intelligence, which Wasserman finds in

Hilsman's (1956) observations in Strategic Intelligence and National

Decisions. There are four elements of this "official theory:" naive

realism, inductionism, the notion of a determined fu-ure, and the con-

cept of a weak and dependent role of intelligence in policy.

Naive realism refers to the belief that knowledge and intelligence

consists of "unvarnished" facts which admit of only one interpretation.

The purpose of intelligence is the accumulation of ever more data so that

policy will be based on "all" the facts. Inductionism is the belief that

knowledge is induced by unbiased observation of all the facts which pro-

cludes preconceptions or the need for thought. Hilsman's observations

of the depreciation of intellectualism, theorizing. and reasoning and the

appreciation of simplism. activism. experience and "know-how" result

from these beliefs that knowledge is "facts divorced from thought or

interpretation." The eowsoquences of these be.iefs are an emphasis on

(1) collecting facts at the expense of analyzing cher-. (2) current intel-

ligance aod day-to-day reporting at the expense of long-term analytis4

(3) encyclopedic accumulation of details at the expense of aubtle reason-

ing, riulmeass in qualification. experimentationor scholarship (Hilotian,

F~ormer Virtector of Central Intelligence, William Colby (197S).
describe. with pride one of the major contributions during his tenure.
the birth of the now paper-like National _ntelhk•e•ee Daily. as "the
focus of my effort to present ou tnTen-e better and prodtwe it
bettor" (p. 3S4). Colhy frequently joined the nightly editorial conference*
that decided the next day's product. In fairneos, it should be noted that
-Colby also ni~tiatet the System of Nati•,al Intelligence Offcer. twelve
exporto on variouo crucial areas whose responsibilities are primarily for
loag-tornm. in-depth Analytiu.
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p.58). These beliefs also inspire the attitude that intelligence failures

could be prevented if the "right" people had the facts (or more facts),

I I and if collection were greater or dis~emination more efficient.

Clearly, Wasserman's observations foreshadowed Garthoff's

(1978) analysis of the fallacies ui "just the facts, estimate capabilities

and not intentions, and worst-.case" in the estimation of intention.

The notion of a determined future derives from a belief in

objective facts 4ninfluenced by humans, so that the job of intelligence

Iis to determine "what the facts have in store, "i. e. ,absolute rather

than contingent or conditional prediction. Predictions based on the

"objective, entire facts" are perceived as ultimate explanations which

V preclude altcrnative predictions. The t.-nphasis is thus on accumula-

ting details and avoiding bias rather than, on critical hypothesis testing,

spceculation, evaluation, andi reastirerent.

Wasserman's recommendation that naive realism, inductionism,

and determ-inism be replaced with "the notion of an a priori or deductive

testable knowledge" and the explication, testing and modification

of hypotheses, reflects his preference for a "scientific" intelligence,

and his belief thatt strategic surpritie "in theory. . . should not be

pos~sible" (p. 157). H-owvever, Wasserman relies on a version of science

(c. f. , Wasserm~an. 1960): 161. in. 1) which is ex~amined and challenged

F~orm~er De~puty Secretary of Defense (and now G1overnor of
Texats) William P. Clements. Jr.. k quoted ias s~aving (Duc~cher Report,
In Fain. et al. , t 977: 3401: "lit every instance I kno w aot~h hr
[ wa a h ~W~ousfailre o inelliene, the informa tion was Un factý

avail1able to have averted the problem. But the ai-aly-sta and the systein
didn't allow thu riw d.Ata Io surface."1
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later in this paper. This "normal version" of scientific theory as I
testable creates problems for science which will also affect intelligence

should Wasserman's recommendations be adopted.

The fourth element, the weak and dependent role of intelligencc,

is related to the second factor that leads to intelligence failure, the

relations between intelligence and policymaking. There are two

problems which arise from these relations: First, because intelligence

is supposedly separate from policy it becomes, on the one hand, remote

from policy, and, on the other hand, because it is subordinated to

policymaking, intelligence is used to rationalize or justify the policy

line. As Wasserman points out (p. 161) intelligence is both too

separate and not separate encugh from policy.

The Mosaic Theory. Wasserman's study was based on Kent's

(1949) and Hilsman's dated observations of iri. lligence. The intelligence

community still displays the naive realism, inductionism and determin-

ism that Wasserman labeled the "official theory" of intelligence. Heuer

(1978), an obse; ter of intelligence analysis, terms this the "mosaic

theory," noting that it continues to characterize intelligence officers.

He writes:

The function of Intelligence (according to the
mosaic theory] is to collect small pieces of

information that, when put together like a jigsaw
puzzle, eventually enable us to see a clear
picture of reality. Accurate estimates depend

primarily upon having all the pieces.., It is
important to collect and store the small pieces.
we never know when It will be possible to fit a
piece into the puzze. . .

Lewin (1978), in his history of signals intelligence In World

War II, uses the same imagery (p. 91):

'S3
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All intelligence work involves assembling
( a mosaic whose key pieces are missing

while others are broken or defaced.

Intelligence too separate. The Church Committee investigations

(Fain, et al. , 1977; 42-5Z) of the CIA provided several recent examples

of the itmpact of intelligence "too separate" or "not separate enough"

from policy. An example of the former occurred in 1970 when CIA

Director Richard Helms judged it to be inappropriate to forward to the

White House a memorandum on future developments in Indochina since

its authors did not know of the planned U.S. military intervention in

Cambodia. Although the analysts (without knowing of U. S. plans) had

included an appraisal of the possible consequences of U. S. intervention

in Caznhodia, their v'iews (subsequently shown to be valid) that such inter-

vention would -not thw~art North Vietnamese control in Indochina were

kept from senior U.S. policymakers.

Not separate enough. An example of intelligence "not separate

enough" occurred in 1969. according to the Church Committee, what%

the White House and Secretary of Defense "indirectly presb~re-d the DCI

[Director of Central Intelligence, 1. e., Helms) to modify his judtgments

on thei capability of (and intentions behind] the now Soviet SS-9 strategic

missile system" (Church Committee Report, In Fain, et al., p. 46).

Defense Secretary Laird pressured Helms to modify the dr~aft National

Intelligence Estimate (NIE) on Soviet strategic forces to conforrm to his

own views on Russian capabilities and intentions. Garthot'( (1978.- 23)

used this episode as an example of the consequence-s of esitimates of

intentions frowt "worst case" estimates of capabilitiest

.Laird in 1970 estimated a Soviet SS-9
ICflM buildup to be tiome 60 percent larger
than the one finally completed. . . and titan
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concluded [and pressured the NIE to conclude]
and publicly stated that the Soviets were "going
for a first strike capability" - - based on his
own (erroneous) worst-case capabilities
estimate.6

DeWeerd

Like Etheredge, DeWeard sees the basic cause of failure to be

the responsibility of pollcymnal.rs but hie points to several components

of the failure process due to both policy and intelligence. Thus

DeWeerd's is not an analysis of intelligence failure but it sheds addition-

al light on the role of intelligence cetimates of enemy initentions in

strategic failures.

L DeWeord points (p. 452) to three problems in the warning

process: (1) separating signals from noise, (2) efficiently coordinating

and assessing intelligence signals. and (3) determining appropriate

*1 responses to assessments; the first two being the province of intelli-

gence, lie states that the climate of opinion is the "main factor"

affecting the succes~i of each of these steps.

His ainalysis of the coutponent elemen.a of the strategiic failures

in the Korean War reflocts this empha.--iv. Hie notes that the North

T opolicy coaisequoncos in this casie were that (1) U.S. rnissile
capability; was greatly itireased by the addition of MIRV (u~nultiple)
warheads. W~ no MWUV litnitti were includiid in thv Strategic ArmsjLimitations Talks, and (3) the United States embarked on an exesive
and controvorsial Anti-1141tllltl Migoile (AB~M) building program. Each
cot these decisi ong h~as been fo'und in retrospect to have been flawed-
U.S. MIRV doplaiynint wiis excessive and preimaure givert the Soviet
threat then existing avid probably led the Soviets to MIRV. t~he oppor-
tunity to limit M11RV ,vaa loist, aud the ADIM program was Abaadnotd ati
unworkablo. The failurtt of intelligence to provido a count era rgutuent
against the assumptiona uadornying thso chie* contributed to these
errors.
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* ~ ~ ~ Xr.?au attack aind thet (;ine'ic inte~rven.ition wevLre both pre.cfedA by cea kr

Iintelligence warnings anti citin-tateN but that these were rejected or

Uignored at the highest policy levels (or thz xcsons ulicw.- in Table 4. 1.

[.(The categories on the left are drawn freirt the Turner disaster model

4 ~which is described in Section 5.)

The impact of intelligence in the Korean fiUr was minor,

I according to DeWeerd; its responsibility was limited primarily to its

failure to sound warnings forcefully andi in concert. Policyinakers were

able to ditirtgar(1 intelligence warnings and estimates presuniably

hecause intelligotice did not attempt to challenge the provailing climate

of opinion. Other roviews of this e-pisode reach similar conclusions.

For f.':ztplo, G~o-frgV- andi Smo'ko (19~74) concinde that tho K~oreani anti

Chinzt~~c attacks wero nutitLi 1 ee failures in the narrow svnse aý

I ~~failitts to a~ >riiji~and intentions. H-owev4?r, thty stiq e t

(.Z08) that "intelligence appr~isers wvere evidontly subject to some

of the $;Afo psychological influences and miispwrcptioms that distorted

the viewts of top-level leadors .. the mofat 5uber 4td valid CIA

totimato CiAme too late to g.~ad top-levol dociziiatuakers into corcting

palicy errors alroady made." Nevertheless. CtA i4stimatoti from 9

to 24 Novemuber (tho day bofore the major Chieeofnie bovame

Incooaly ou-iaos. ultioiAtolyr predieting the intowity Oi tho Vontitt

attae4. Btut Goorge %An $imoke otw tht waraing camo "~too Iat 01,
Zia) tochAngf policy mvade largely wthoot ltigtU em e"PutA.

t eorand Piv~i~ Sevvr4l 044rvonIA abaout th.e atr

rolAtit)N 4etwoen Wi iiwce and policy omorge ifram tho fatorti liete'd

in Table 4. 1. Th-o pootPoari Harbor Aoiomptiauti by polytsaiers
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Table 4. 1. Elements of Strategic Surprise in the Korean War (D*Weerd)

Initial Beliefs and Norms Post-Pearl Harbor assumptions regarding
intelligence: 1) If we collect everything,
we will be reasonably sure of not missing
key Items, Z) improved coordination and
wider dissemination of Intelligence will
safeguard against surprise attack, 3)
because strategic warning is necessary,
it will somenhaw be provided, and we will
make the necessary responses.

Incubation Period

a. Erroneous Assumptions I. North Korean capabilities were under-
estimated. South Korean capabilities
overestimated by top policymakers.
Were correctly estimated by intelligence
but ignorcd.

2. Policymnakers assumed U.S. nuclear
umbrella would deter aggression by
everyone who mattered, i. e. , Ris sia11 and Chin-A. and cvcryorie clso was

3. Intelligence warninps of North Korean
attack were, "crying wolf". i. e..
mcaninglass.

4. The question of limited wars had ne.
been considerod. Korea was not the
"riht war. 1 .v. the war we wore
ready for.

S. GenorAl Uelief that next war would be
ull-out affair with Soviets. anid main
threat In Far EAst wias subvorsion:
direct enemy miitfary actiun %va# ruled
imptobablo.

E. rroneo.us ao~itsn~ions aboiut why the
Chinese would not catier the war:
a) war taight -oaken interual

Commnistcontrol
b) entry hold* no real advantage for

the Chinese
c) eutry would woeake China' intor-

tiatoalpooitio".
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b. Inormiation ltandling
SDifficulties 1. Iniliecoadwang emihits

were widely divided among agc-ticies

prior to the war and shlfted during tho wrew-

2. Ad hoc groups ,t.urpcd inals •.n4
duc is ionm king fu~w tionv from established
and experioncad organ;zations.

c. Lack of Standirds and

Prscautions 1. No war plans for war in Korea existed.

2. No estimate on the Korean siL~tion

existed.

3. U.S. forces in Korea and tho Far East
were unpropar". to defend South
Ko rea.

cd. Nfinintizin• n.orgent

SDanger I. Gradettl bttildttp of Communist forccosI imzmunized u4 ýgaijnxt drawing proper
conclus~iums trot-v intioltigence, Costs

of ra'etiw- to warntng would V;4ve bWon
too high given c•ur'rnt cIiraWe of
opinion.

Z . M-Aniing fgromn idia And Chinta e
Chines a intervoution wore disre -

- 3. Chinese and North Korean military
Sapatbilities were ttdorestniatod by
MacArthur while he overestiwated
the vcp4biliotei W4 hii ow• forcot.

H•
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about what was required for adequate warning reflect the prevalence of

the naive realisrn, inductionism, -and determinism noted by Wasserman.

The varying estimates of capabilities held by the policymakers and Intel-

ligence suggest- a disregard of intelligence at the top, i.e., intelligence

"too separate 't although it is not clear whether this was due to the

low-ranking of intelligence officials within the hierarchy, a general

disregard of intelligence, or a tendency to ignore outsiders. The

facts that direct warnings from Indian and Chinese spokesmen were

ignored, and that intelligence was excluded from policymaking circles

tend to support the last explanation.

The diversity of intelligence agencies and ad hoc policy groups

making estimates (e.g., CIA. State, NSC, MacArthor's Far Eastern

Command) permitted decisionmakers to choose those esti!nates or

opinions most in keeping with their own outlooks, a problem noted by

Wohlstetter (1962) of the pre-Pearl Harbor era. The observation by the

then Secretary of Defense that intelligence had "cried wolf" implies an

attitude by policymakers that intelligence warnings, strategic or

tactical, will be unambiguous and absolute. Finally, DeWeerd notes

that acting on warning carries high costs as well, as the high risks

that the warnings are false alarms, or tihlat warning followed by action

will forestall the threat, and the warning thus seem to have been a

fake alarm. Although ignoring warnings may greatly increase the

ultimate costs, it eliminates the risk of acting prematurely or on

false alarm. The latter risks are likely to be more salient to the

policymaker than the risk of a surprise attack. Responding after a

) "~surprise attack needs no justification whereas taking action on warning
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entails the risk of false alarms, needless anxiety and tonsiani, and

thus requires strong justificatlica.

In effect, failure to act on warning is the opposite of "worst-

case" motivated behavior. In the worst-case situation, the pol! y-

Maker accepts the most pessimnistic possible course of action as the

-a sis -o lnin n cion. DoWcord describes the more likely

case. that warning will not specify the worst possible case but rather

what ceznas to bo thor iost probable range of oerney action. and that

policymnakers will not entirely accept the warning as the basis for

action. Consequently, the dcci sionmaker will demnand unumbiguous

warnizigs which intelligence will l4o uzut!le to provide.

$o much of what we see, so much of what
WV Pe~rceive, so ImuchLA of what wo ~pritc
is in truth what we conceive.

Robert L4. Sinaheimer. 1971

Ye czanrnot find the depth of tho heart of

tha t lie thidnkoh. eci t hng

Judith $: 14

Several 3scholars of intelligenve failure~s hAve fcused on the

perceptions of the intelligence specialist as well as policyrnaker. rha

tewdiffers frot-a~ that just roview4ed in anhAslzing tho widfosproad

'mAct kiZ perceptual filters w4 all actors lit tho freign policy process.

Whereas Wasserman and DeWeerd tiuggotit that Intelligonce estimatesi

of foreign intentions are, or wer,4, rolatively objective but wore re-

jocted by biased doci sionnimalkrs, this second the~me eonitinos theý

porvaslvertesý of perceptual bianot; in both intelligence and policy.
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Avi Shlaim, (1976), using as a case study the failure of Israeli

intelligence to foresee the Egyptian-Syrian surprise attack of 1973,

argues that "failure of an intelligence prediction can be reduced, in the

last analysis, to a misunderstanding of the foreigners' conceptual

framework -- . e. , a failure to understand properly the assumptions or

interpretations of the situation upon which foreigners base their

dec~sions" (p. 363). David Lampton (1973) examined the importance of

U.S. presidents' "image of the opponent" (in this case China) in shaping

the definition of the foreign policy situ~ation and presidential evaluations

of alternatives. Robert Jervis (1968) discusses in detail the hypothesis

that policymakers must develop an image of the other state and of its

Intentions, but "this image may, however, turn out to be an inaccurate

one; the actor may, for a number of reasons, misperceive both the

;9j other's actions and their intent!j,jtast (p. 464).

Shlaim

Slim conc~urs with Was serman and DeWeerd that failurus to

correctly estimnate the Intention' of an enemy co launch a surprifie

attack cannot be attribttted to a lack of information. However. deppite

the voloine of data on enem~y ro yes 4nd prepa rations, auvI, in the case
of the 1973 October WVar. considerable data onmltr apaiii

Intelligence r-pociallsto reach the wrong conclusions about intentiona

for paychological and Oitutional reasons. By the latter Shlaiww means

the rel.ationship between Intelli~onve and polleymakers. lie makes

the catso that in the October War the nwonopolistic structure of Israeli

-Iiev permitted tit~ Military Intolligence heads to proilulgate an

unquostioned (Wut unfortunately orroneous "Conception" of Arab Inten-

tlions which wa, !weptetd without cha)1enue by the kfiir Cabiftvt. lit
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[1
contrast to Wasserman (1960), who emphasizes the subordination of

intelligence to policy, Shlairn points to the danger of a monopolistic

intelligence structure which comes to dominate all analysis of foreign

states' behavior. He concludes that this structure in Israel "was

largely responsible for the narrow, dogmatic, and monolithic thinking

that characterized the estimates presented to (the Meir Cabinet)"

(p. 369).

"All-important" images. Shlaim's primary focus is on

the psychological causes of intention estimation failures. He writes

that the "most difficult and most crucial" (p. 362) task of intelligence

is the estimation of enemy intentionb, but these are "notoriously elusive"

and the analyst mUSt deal witfh incomplete and unreliable (although

voluminous) data. Knowledge of capabilities does not yield an infallible

"estimate of intentions. Such estimates, according to Shlaim, require

that the analysts employ "models, theories, or conceptions that are

1 ifunctional equivalents of an ideology . . . the commonest mistake is to

make an uncritical interpretation of the enemy's intentions by applying

a theory or model based on assumptions that -nay be correct about one-

oseli, but arc not nwecessarily correct about the enemy" (p. 363). This

! i "mirror image of the enemy" (Garthoff, 197$) is identical to what

-Vasserman (1960, 167) termed "the uncritical interpretation of foreign

states' actions in terms of one's own framework." However, Shl4im

points the finger of blame at lntelligence as well as policy. hnasmn'tch

.1 s Shiaim relte heavily on the previous work of Jorvis (19681,

Wohlstetter (196Z, L965), and Whaloy (1973), which are reviewed bolow,

furthor review of Shaim its deferred until the section below which uses

4i "the Octobcr War as a te-t case of a tentative model of intolligence
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failure. Shlaim's basic point (p. 357) is that "images, beliefs, ideo-

logical bias, wishful thinking, natural ptimism or pessimism, confi-

dence or the lack of it" all influence the data the analyst attends or

ignores, the weight he attaches to the facts he selects, the theories he

creates, and the conclusions he draws. In short, images "play an all-

important part" in the making of intelligence estimates of intentions.

Lampton

Lampton's (1973) paper deals with intention estimation indirectly,

by questioning how the theories or images of foreign policy analysts

influence policy outcomes. Specifically, he examines the image of the

opponent (China) held by Truman, Eisenhower, and Kennedy (and their

advisors) to determine how these images were influenced by the policies

of previous administrations and in turn how the images influenced policy.

Lampton's three case studies provide insights into the psychological

process stressed by Shlaim. (See Ben-zvi 1978, for a similar approach.)

The image of the opponent is conceived by Lampton to consist

of (1) the image of the opponent's operational code, and (2) the image of

the opponent's strength. The notion of operational code is taken from

the work of George (1969) and refers to several characteristics of the

opponent: the control the opponeoit believes he has over history and the

course of events; the opponent's concept of political or military conflict;

the opp'nent's views on effective political means; and the opponent's

views on risk. The image of the opponent's strength is composed,

according to Lampton. of perceptions of the opponent's capabilities, and

pere'tptions of the vulnerabilities of the opponent to on& s ow.' power or

Influence.
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~.. Lampton notes (as have others) that in crises andl periods of

high stress, presidents and other leaders tend to form close, tight-

knit clecisionrnaking circles of trusted advisors and central actors

S(c. g. , Secretaries; of State and Defense, Chiefs of Staff). In these

V situations, according to Lampton, "the more fundaimcntal images and

stereotypes of the enemy are likely to be particularly important in

1 ~policyrnakers' evaluation of available information and Lheir selected

responses"t (p. 48). Lampton concludes that the accuracy of perceptions

I regarding China played a crucial role in the policies of the three
adinistations hie studied.

In the case of the Truman adm-inistration the image of tho

opponent was faulty in overernpha sizing an underlying mnutital friend-

ship between the United Statc., and China; and in underestisnating the

importance of U. S. military moves in Asia to Chinese security interests.

Chinese willingness to take military action, and China's military and

ideological power. The consequence of this faulty perception of China 5

operational code and her power was-the failure W~ attend the signals

that China would Intervene in Korea. According to Lampton. the "lesson"

of Korea was overgenrtwiralid by Eisenhowor and Dulles in the VAie of

Frevich Indochiiia. Their perceptiono of China failod to recognize that

Chtals policy was conducted in political anid diplomatic trt%% as well

j as In the military dimonsions which Washington overotreotiod. On the

tother hAnd, tLamtuon sevii Xennvdy as ý:orroctly porceiving China As

I ~having various intorests in Southieast Asia. and 4o having learned

appropriate lessons henio the two previous ad mitiistratioaal failureo which

I were *uccezisfully applied ini tho Laos crisla.
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Lampton's decomposition of the perceptions of policymakers

into operational c">dc and power conforms to the dimensions actually

used by these filares in their statements; additionally, these dimensions

also characterize intelligence estimation of intentions (see, a. g.,

Wohlstotter, 1963, 1965, or George, 1959). That is, the train of logic

which seems to apply in both cases starts with a general image of the

opponent's self-concept and philosophy of world affairs, his motives,

his outlook on risk, and his power capabilities and vulnerabilitles. The

composite of these elements (the image of the opponent) becomes the

perceptual filter through which in-:oming information is screened, and

ultimately combined into an appreciation of the opponent's intentions.

Jervis

In a highly influential article, Jervis (1968) discussed fourteen

hypotheses on misperceptions of other state's intentions due to an actor's

image of the other state and of self (see Table 4.2.). As Jervis notes

these hypotheses were developed from social and cognitive psychology

and from Lewis Richardson's analysis of arms races. These hypotheses

clearly go beyond the "image of the opponent" or a sin-tple working

hypothee.is of the enemy which happens to be wrong because it is too

heavily based on ethnocentric assumptions. Jervis's analysis probes

the interplay between actors in the international arena. considering how

sionale. gestures, and measages are created and intended. how they

are tranamitted and received. and how the psychological characteristic.,

of the iictorv tend to dimtort such signaliugs. Hypotheses 5-7 and

especially 10-13 deal with the mispereoptions that occur during inter-

Actiosis.
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[ 'rabie t. z.. JTervis's 4 ypothases on Misperception of Intentions4

1.Duciionimakers tend to fit incoming Information into their existing

2. tDecisionmakers tend to be too wedded to the established view and

~. Itoo closed to new infornvation and unwilling to alter their theories.

3. The image of the other is less affected by contradictory information
which arrives bit by bit than by discrepant information that is con-
sidered all at once.

4. C oncepts and categories about the other state' s behavior which arc
new are the most difficult for the decisionrnakers to learn and in-
clude in the Images of the state, while the application of concepts
and c:Acgories learned for other states to a new case is far less
difficult.

M.N'isundlerstanding tends to result when messages are se-mt between
parties who differ in 'heir backgrounds of cont~erns and information.

6. The grua~,er the time spent in making a plan or a dlecision the
-etr the tende ncy to believe. that the mes sages about it the

sunder wisýhes Lo convey will be clear to the ro~cipivnt.

7. Actric.. often do I'Lt realize that actions intLended to proje~ct agvn
itiiagc niy fail to have the diesired effoct because the actions them-
selves do not ttura out as planned.

8. Overall. decisiontuakers tend to see other states as more hostile
than they are.

9. Actors to.nd to see the behavior of others as mor: t~ntralite,A
dliiviplined, and coordinatcd than It Is, and c~omtplex eve ts ar
".-,Jltstly ýiqueveied into a perceived pattern.

10. Van-iiarity with the oither statels F'oreign Office tk-ads to lead
locisionsia~ers to believe that the potiltion of tho Foreign 1tfica !a

the o~mo as the ionof the other state.

11. When other sates act in ;Accordance with an actor'a desires,. the
actor tends to overesttimate the degree to which the othor hats been
influenced by the actor, when the be~havior iof the other Is undeilred
it i:si titly seena a derived froti- Internal forcit. sum ~i

It.Whe acori donotattempt to onceal iat~tkoianatha sis hi
itttentionji are aev.uratoly perveivetd by cktheri..

It is diffi~ult itar an actor to beli--ve that others seei him AIam"Ad

.0an evn nhar:4er to soo that iatmoo iniportant to hun 4ro stot impor-

1.Aetorsý ovetlo4 k the ftet that evidonce, Loaonsise, with their t).orlea[ mauy alao Wi cosisteaut with~ t~her theories.
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The image hypothesis. Jervis seems to place his major emphasis

however on what might be termed the image hypotheses (1-4, 8, 9, 14)

which assert that decisionmakers and analysts of intentions are strongly

influenced by their image of the opponent. Jervis does not assume that

the adjustment of incoming information to fit and confirm preexisting

hypotheses is necessarily irrational, but argues instead that this is con-

sistent with empirical logic (although the mental processes employed in

a particular case may be completely illogical). That is, theories and

hypotheses are essential for interpreting and identifying facts and "pure

empiricism" (analysis without theories or hypotheses) is "impossible.

Jervis also clearly differs from Wasserman's (1960) recommendation

that intelligence be based on deductive testable knowledge, pointing out

that scientific theories are not so much tested as replaced by better

theories. Further, while a particular theory is extant, it is scientifically

"important that observations be fitted into it if possible. conversely, a

theory that successfully accounts for a large number of observations

should not autoti-atically be rejected because of a few dtscrepant findings.

il' IWasserman. in other wo.'d., does not provide a solution to the problem

of images in the estimation of intentions, according to Jervis' argument.

but rather one-half of the diloz.iima which confronts scientist and intel-

ligence analyst alike: how "open" should one be to new information

(especially when the opponent is able to manipulate information in

attempts to deceive). and how clooly should one hold one's theories

(especially since these may be erroneouosly based on ethnocentric

• ,•.i• .rvi-' hypothesis Z. that kheories tend tt. be too strong

and analyets two closed to new infortration, and hyputhcsis 14. that

analy•ts do suot apply uvw information ohbeetively to all theouriets,
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accords with Shlaini's (1976) stress on the, ne.gative effects of "1the

conception" Israeli intelligence officers had of the Arabs and W. sser-

m an's emphasis on "uncritical frameworks" of policymakers.

Safeguards. JTervis makes several recommendations regarding

thc dilemma of being too open or too closed to new information. He

presents five "safeguards" to reduce the problems of being too wedded

to a given theory. The first is that analysts should be aware that they

do :lot make unbiased interpretations of each piece of information. Such

an awareness, according to Jervis, should lead them to examine dis-

crepant information more closely. Second, analysts should determine

whether their theories contain olements which are not logically linked,

since unlintced elements may be held to be true bocauso they are

ps ychologileally consistent with each other (e.g. , if I know it nation is

hostile to a ntion fin'1toriadIkwtlefirst nation izistog

being unsupported by evidencwe. Third, doc isio-akers and anialysts

are advised to make their assumptions. beliefs. and predictions as

explicit as possible and to determine before events occur which ovents

would te-M to suipport tht-se belief* and whi h Aro ixctsicat 1 t with

them. Tito. fourth safeguard is to provent aa individua~l'* or an OrgAni-

zatiotn'* fuwtiunttl identity and health being tied to or dopetittentf on

opecfic itmagei and thoorios (the frqAnt aeto.tion that the cofefo

joseph de Rivera And! 1. M. RotrtAu (196,03 U00 many of these
hypothesies iin their Attalyoia of the ptii.ho~ ical dillent-ailoti of U.S.
foreign polivy dutiiw the K(orean War. While they tio vowiider Organi-
ztioinal and politiviAl fAetor: they v4tph~siie the rolo of ittdividtual

Lperc.ptiouti andt vspocially thv totdiaocy to fit initrmnatiott into 0)P4OtA-
tin5or Qloe reject It.



Department overestimates the Soviet threat reflects this problem). The

fifth recommendation is that analysts and agencies develop a willingness

to play with material from a variety of angles and entertain unpopular

as wall as popular hypotheses. Specifically, decisionnakers should

explicitly structure conflicting biazos into the policy and decision-

making process.

Jervis notes that these safegua-ds may divert resources from

other tasks and would increase internal dissension. However, he does

not note that his recommendations require in effect ihat decisionmakers

become less influenced by their perceptions. That is. Jervis' recom-

nmendations seem to suggest that analysts and de'islonmiakers can stop

being victims of their perceptions when they begin to act like rational

actors (Kinder and Weiss, 1978). For example (second recommendation).

it seems quite likely that individual analysts would have no trouble

establishing what veew to be logical and valid links between elements

of their theories and a•sumptions (which might nevertheless be

erroneous). Playig with material (fifth from A

variety of angles and entertaining various hypotheses can be a means

of opening one's mind to new iaormation. btat it can altso serv to

""innoeulAto" one's attitades so thM on finds it oasiot" to diseount or

eaxpla:n away discrepont informAtion (McGulre0 19&8). Even it decision-

,makora create an enviromit of iopeisting biasoe (which implies
the decisioumakero can somehow idestify titcir oriaIna1 biases so as to

c"opensate for them), they musit also antivipte that their perceptions

will lead thenm to prefer the viewi. of analyqts with similar perceptions.

It is prob.bly much etaior to creatv devils' advowate, then to liteon to

them.
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Tito themeg thut d1cia.ionni ral~s and intelligenco specialists'

perceptions intervene between themn anti the re~alities of the int tr-

national ettviroInmeiU ha. beti refined by WVoh~statt r (196± 1965),

Hoist (1960), Whaley (1973), Cluorgo ~and Smoý, (1974), anO$ Handel

(1976) using conepts frorn information procas:Ang theory. These

writera VMPhU~iAQ that perctcptlonsb do, not distort an "objectivol"

reality; rthar they act as filtersi which twarato what sems to be

informationi fro-it that %vIcI% svemns to bo cuafus~ion (or aigi~alm frotv

noiite in the t r-4inaogoy of inforation t1ieory). Tho deter? itation of

just what is a sigiAl (4ad Lh4-rcfocne important and ncossary for the

analyst to ndOtico and 4 xplain) and what is noitse (aod t~wr*~ore et4vn

An _wsi., tu itgrio or disregard) is a py .t1procozis %vhicI

~ucc-z cotsciott44y :a~httjan~c-sly. 4aed perapt; tenci(4wly accord-

itig to iPndivtd4aI teadenvies awlpe ptin that in turn depend on

pot etions and oxtdwioav. Wvithott thtso e p ptiong] in4a eapect4-

tionu the procoso of trtoslating divrso Aimudi ito u~ful aotain

vtma~t p.*eeo~d. Furhermnore, theose p4t* P po Ii I' Octr

oviamttio5 rotnixio that te tii udo and _ th

vt sda toio" to twvzl Wi~ornttioA 444 Othe'dedw to to otod

andtOPttl n*h rn h~ Jrw ~
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(2) perceiving the signal as a warning, (3) communicatirg the warning

unambiguously, and (4) acting on the warning. Sk., makes clear (p. 391)

that, in the Pearl Harbor attack, operational as wall as intelligence

agencies were reaponsible for failures to perform steps 2, 3, and 4.

Responsibility for the failure of strategic warning is, in har view,

shared by Intelligence and policymAkers.

The central cause of such failures is an inability to perceive

a clear pattern of oesney intentions. Just as Wasserinan notes, the

problem is not insufficient data. rather, Wohlstotter writes (1962: 397),

The, roots of this (Pearl Harbor) surprise . . . (a re fouad)
in the conaditions of human porception and atem
from uncertainties so basic that they are not likely
to be eliminated . .the relevant signals.%. will
be partiall'y obscured before the event by *rroundiag
noise .. in v,)nditions of gtre&t uncortainty people
tend to pre-4ict events that thvy want to hixpp aeto~ly
will happen.

* Wohistetter (196s: 691) defines "110ise" ;4s:

the backdrop of irrelev~at or invonsistvat ~ilnals.
signs pekinting in the wrong directiong, that tend
alwey3 to o~scro the sign# pointiag the right

Thisbasi r ionsip:the difficulty of crotiag a clear imago

of the ad t'sary'* iftenutiau# from au iz cohorout mix.turo of it4

&Ad notise given the strong humain tovdency ti~ porveivo what W~

expotodand preforrtd (oe oimplifyiug. weo might teorm th@50 the

sia-noioie problem aad the witthful thin~ftZ W'aa) lead4 to tight

specific fiactors which Wol~stettor fsees a* uud u'lylog inelligeauce

failure (1942. )9-S 196S). Thatit factors are listed and britfly

describod iii Tabl~c 4. 1.
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1.Noise and Ambiguity: M.sc., of conflicting n.vitlenc.? Nuppurting
cetally nnz stniable hypotheses

c re;%ttt an vi ronnient of itleth~at coin-

an day-to-&iy ana tysis produce additional
contfusion and in~coherence.

'xFpcctztIons And l'rofcrcnces: Tcdndery of ;%naly.-ts .1nd P, licyntkLors to
seecvypothortcs which acvcord with ax-

prctiztlotts and preferences and to favor
mttpportlng evidetnce, obscuring alternative

3. Security and Dwceptitn: Sucsflenemy sýcurity reduceos aignals4 J and tndti.atton%. of inten~ions, while succgss'*-
fud rnetly deleptio1n i reztte4 s oise that
appoar% to the analyst or policyntahger to 13@

4. Cry-wolfi Vh1onontttaz Ifihtoiollvl u oeke as

S. ImpAct of Policy: Other areasi and zntctresto may have
captured the attentiou of the policynt-aker.
C44i~ttiosplc lttd to c4UtiOtns At-4
allbiguouS VA rntng s. tatelligt9ACe tan-
awaro oi its own ztatiouli 4vtiouo and
Policyp

6. Technical1 Su~rprises:. Abil~ity of the .-aemy to rapidily change
4anA koeep toncald .Iuhica and logistie

Bok.Dolay8 in t~p~fhdior 0 v;Aluation. or

formed of vi~litary t'utngrabilittie.
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8. Underestimate of Opponents' Utilization of one's own utility
Willingness to take Risks: calculus to estimate enemy intentions

from risks facing enemy is mis-
leading.

.7
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Unlike Wasserman (1960), who reasons that strategic surprise

should be impossible "i.n theory," Wohlstetter (1962: 397) describes

strategic warning as intrinsically uncertain and consequently in history

strategic surprise is frequent. She states (1965: 707) that "we cannot

guarantee foresight." Despite (or perhaps because of) the depth of her

research and her elaboration of these dimensions on which intelligence

problems occur, Wohlstetter offers very few recommendations for reducing

intelligence failures. She is not hopeful: noting (1962: 400) "we cannot

V. count on strategic warning." In fact she closes her book (1962: 401) on

Pearl Harbor with the admonition that "we have to accept the fact of

N'j uncertainty and learn to live with it." She does, however make (1965:

707)" hree brief recommendations, the first two of which apply to

intelligence analysis: (1) make a thorough and sophisticated analysis

of observers' reports, (2) make frameworks and assumptions explicit

and tentative, and (3) make the range of responses to crises selective,

refined, and divisible so that the responses can be flexibly tailored to the

situation.

f Wohlstetter (1965) makes two additional and very cogent

observations: (1) that failures to foresee and forestall catastrophes

are very frequent and are not limited to the political-military arena,

and (2) that both science and intelligence depend on implicit as well

V !as explicit theories and hypotheses which may produce signal-noise

problems for analysis. Her first observation relates intelligence

failures with other "failures of foresight, " an idea further explored

1 *by Wilensky (1968) and developed more fully hi, the next section. The

T K seconi observation suggests the basic problem with Wasserman's
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(1960) naive empiricism and his recommendation that intelligence be

conducted more scientifically: namely that scientists themselves

rely on implicit assumptions and hypotheses that are remarkably

resistant to contradictory data and are discarded only after scientific

revolutions (which share many characteristics with intelligence failures).

This observation, also made by Jervis (1968), is explored more fully

later in this paper.

Holst

Johan Holst (1966) relies heavily on the Wohlstetter "signal-

noise" formulation in his analysis of "the prism through which the

Norwegian autsorities received and evaluated the incoming warning

signals" (p. 33) ot the Nazi surpribe attack on Norway in the spring of

1940, and why the relevant signals &'ailed to impress the Norwegian

leaders. In his view, the basic problem in intelligence failure is that

even if warning signals of a strategic or
tactical nature should becom-e available to
the decision-making authoritios . . . (they)
may not be able to perceive the relevant
messages in the flow of contradictory infor-
mation . . . (T)he "right" signals were apt
to be ambiguous, lending themselves to a
variety of reasonable and rational interpreta-
tions . . . (S)ignals which confirm existing
expectations are much more readily accepted
than those which constitute a challenge (to
the existing predispositional framework of
the perceiver) (p. 33).

Holst follows Wohlstett 's framework closely, underscoring the

similar features of the intelligence failure in Norway and at Pearl

Ila rbor.
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wha~l,?

Barton Whaley (1973) accepts Wohistetter's concept of signals

but, from his analysis of the German surrrise attack on the Soviet

Union (Ope'ation Barbarossa), argues that the basic cause of the

Russians' intelligence failure was not the ambiguous "background

noise" competing with Ohe signals which Wohlstettcr emphasized in the

case of Pearl Harbor. Whaley rejects Wohlstetter's communications

J theory (although he uses its terms and framework) and proposes hi3

own theory of strategic surprise. HIe argues that the abundance of

signals available to Stalin (he lists 84 jeparate warnings) from a wide
variety of sources and agencies do not permit an explz.nation of Stalin's

unprepare&resi in ternv:n of tho ambiguity and uncertainty uf the infor-

mation whi.-h reached him. Whaley suggests that in fact there was

very little ambiguity or t,.n:rtainty in Stalin's mind regarding Hitler's

intentions.

The bodlysuard theme. Whaley argues that Stalin was victimized,

not confused,by a massive German effort to reduce Soviet uncertainties

and misdirect Stalin's perceptions by means of "the greatest deception

operation in the history of wvar" (p. I72). He presents evidence that

Germany created a complex but plausible cover story which would ex-

plain their preparations for Barbarossa without alarming Stalin as to

its real intent. This orchestrated plan had four parts; each mythical
lit

but consistent with German actions and with what was known of German

goals, invasion of Britain: defense against Russia; buildup against the

L!I demands on Russia (and thereby provide a warning prior to any

--
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attack). Whaley argues that Stalin accepted at least the last myth, B

and was surprised "by the deliberately false signals and not by the

ambiguous signals, much less the distracting noise" (p. 242).

WIhaley's thesis gains credence from the many instances of

similar deception operations through history, beginning with the Trojan

Horse, but especially as conducted by the British, and Americans in

World War II, which successfully fooled the Germans throughout the

war. Cave Brown (1975) provides a detailed account of the London

Controlling Section and the Bodyguard Plan whkch coordinated these

deceptions (so-named from Churchill's dictum that "in wartime, Truth

is so precious that she should always be attended by a bodyguard of

lies"). Among these operations was the work of the Double Cross

(i.e., XX, or Twenty) Committee which intercepted all German agents

in Great Britahi and turned them, that is, used them to feed false infor-

mation back to their Nazi masters (Masterman, 1972). Another operation

entailed creating the identity of a high-level courier for a corpse which

was released off the coast of Spain to be was'eed up so that the doctored

and misleading papers it carried would find their way to the Germans

(Montagu's 1953 account of "Operation Mincemeat" became the well-

known book and film, The Man Who Never Was). The most extensive

Allied tactical deception plan (codenaamed "Fortitude"), designed to

mislead Germany as to the time and place of the cross-channel invasion

of Europe, included the creation of two fictitious British Armies in the

8 Whih is doubly remarkable in that the Germans seem to have
used this trick twice with success; first against Norway in the spring
of 1940 and then it the spring and summer of 1941 against Russia.
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Medtterranean, one in S.otland, and the printorht First U.S. Army

aGroup opposite Pas A Calais, all of which the Germans swallowed.

While Whaley clearly rejects WoTlstotter's stress on the

teimportance of noise In masking signals, introducing instead the cneneqt

of delliberate deceptive dcsinformation (which, as Table 4.e3. shows,

Wohlstetter considers but does not emphasize) it is alc o clear from

hWhaley's analysis ano froy the Allied experience that deception plans

iust be tailored to the enehryis perception and expectatbons. For

aexample, Lewin (ad78) concludes twhat th e ineorrastionono Grman

expectations provided by the Twenty Committee's double agents and

the intelligence trof Ultra "enabled the deceivers to read the enemy's

trind and twist it" (p. 3Z). Montagu, who r,-preseinted British Naval

Intelligence in the Atlhied deception operations, made the same point

about Lhe value of Ultra and doatboh agents:

1. . .rit (was) invakhesle to ancy officer who
cntihad to try to deceive the Gerin Intelligence,

'1 tthe Abwehr, if lie knew what the Abwehr were
Salready t1,'nkIng and what other Invwes tigaL ions

Sthey were making into a particular subject (1978:/! 49,.

- nThe success of strategic deteption and, li the case of Barbarossa,

I t, trategic surprise depended heavily ost knowing and manipulating the

enomy's perceptions, theories,. images, and expectations. Thus,

whincipaley differs from Woristetter as to the Importance of back-
' 1ground noise, his analysis, like herti. focuses on the central rolets of

S! cognition and perception in Intelligence failures.

j7

•:•• t •George and Smoke

• In their comprehensive attempt to systematically analyze tile

•:•:principles of American foreign policy, Alexander George -And Richard
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Smoke, in their study, Deterrence in American Foreign Policy (1974),

L. propose what they ternm the response theory of intelligence failure.

This theory is part of their overall theoretical analysis of deterrence

in foreign affairs. Response theory deals with how the defender,

relying on deterrence to achieve policy goals, decides to respond or

not to indications that an opponent may attempt to challenge that

deterrence, i. e., the problem of response to warning indicators.

George and Smoke acknowledge that various psychological, social,

organizational, and political mechanisms may hamper receptivity to and

evaluation of warning indicators. However, response theory points to

perceptual and cog ,tive factors as the basic causes of failures to

correctly estimate the opponent's intentions. George and Smoke write

t•at "recognitlon of intention indicators . . . requires complex cognitive
intcrpretationr" (p. 573) and that even intelligence that is "plentiful,

consistent, and relatively free of noise" on the opponent's intentions

does not speak for itself. Interpretation of such intelligence requir-A

hypotheses about how the adversary approaches political conflict and

theories or models about the opponent's behavioral style. They no-te

that "one's iUnage of an opponent affects one's interpretation of avail-

able intelligence . . . an incorrect or defective model . . . can distort

even reasonably good factual information" (p. 583). They also agree

with Knorr that aver' a good model of the opponent does not guarantee

Sat ccurate estimate if the opponeut's Intention If the model requires

-hat the opponent's perceptions be undistorted.

Among the most common perceptual problems in postwar American

foreign policy found by George and Smoke in their historical case studies

is the tendely of U.S. policymgukers to attribute to the adversary their
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own line of reasoiiing, the "l'wrror itnage" tendency also noted by

Wasserman, Shlaim, Larnp,.n, and Jervis. But in addition to pointing

to the role of ethnomorphic reasoning. Gcorge and Smoke also describe

K how the policy background at the time warnings are received can

attenuate the reaction to these signals. For example, there is a re-

luctance to confront the possibility that deterrence has failed, or to

reopen policy questions that were resolved only after arcduous debate.

Analysts tend not to challenge positions and policies that are "established"

and have gathered their own momentum. In this regard George and

Smoke address the same issues raised by DeWeerd.

- George and Smoke reiterate the iitportarice of the eight factors

lisoted by Wohlstvtter (See Tabl 4. 3.) as causes of the Pearl 1arbor

failure and add to these four more: underestination of the opponent t s

motivation. underestimation of the opponetnt's capabilities, the eosts of
I responding to warnings if they ,-re taken seriously. and the influence of

I I
domestic and organizational politics within the executive branch. The:e

: r twelve factorrs are compared to six crises in 'able 4.4. Soare factors

(such aa the "cry-wulf" syndrome) they assess as having played no

appreciable role in any of the crises. Onl-, two factors are credited

with contributing to all six intelligence failures: expectancies and

I!• preferences (i.e.. perceptions and wishful thinking), and inadequate

appraisal of opponent's risk tLalculations (i. e., Inadequate image of the

opponent). Clearly, George and Smoke view cognitive and perceptual

processes as central and perennial features of intelligence failures.

H andeli

Of all writers in the perceptual school. Michael Handel (1976),

LL his monograph. Perception. deceptioi and surprise: the case of the
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Yomi Kitiour Wair, prc.4ents thle niost complex concptual framework of

* intention ustiniation failures. This framework con.-sits of two parts;

an analysis of three "noise barriers" which affect the flow of inforna

tion to analysts andi policyinakfirs, andi theo interactions between astirl-ates

of capabilities and estimates of intentions. Handel derives five para-

doxical propositions (Table 4. S.) from this framework which he sees

* as evidence of 1the unavoid~able contradictions inherent in any mntelligonce

work and ... the impossibility of ever reaching fait-sAfe answers in

* { drategiv intelligence evaluations" (p. 7). Handel's pssimstic outlook

dcvolvos from hits aszissnient of the centrality of onitive nd uor-

I ceptua*l actortg in intuntion estimation:

Surprise is almost irwevitalily the result of1human tiature, of iiubjectivity in the final
analys`Is. tht! Piychological Percetptions. wieh-
ful Mhnkinq. anti tho dialectic nature of conflict.

helpsi to ,s-t his own trap (p. 7-8).

While Handel's is clearly a rnodel of failure at the level of the individ"Ia

* I actor. and while he focusies on perceptual and cognitive factors. his

* formulatious also suggest organizational factors which go beyoud, the

individual 4tnd contribute to fAilure as well. WVohlatetter "ad Goorge

And Smoke6 discuss some oraaizatiowil shortcotmingii that played

roles it- intelligetaca fail~res. hut do not examine them tit detail; nor

do they rfolate them directly to their psyvhologival central focus.

Handel thud servei (As a bridge i rnu4* thia individual model %'u thlo organti-

r-atiou model of failure which i6 dotizribod 6elow. Furthiormoro, beattise
I ~~Handel otrezsses the general limitations whc um" coniiv Qrocse

place on the perceptual and eutimtative tiAski of intentiost eatillationt

I:7



Table 4. 5. Handel's Five Paradoxical Propositions

1 . As a result of the great difficulties in differentiating between
"f"signal" and "noise" in strategic warning, both valid and invalid
information must be treated on a similar basis. In effect, all
ti'at exists is noise, not signals.

2. The greateo the risk, the less likely it seems, and the less risky
it actually becones. Thus, the greater the risk, the smaller it
becomes.

3. The sounds of silence. A quiet international environment can act
as background noise which, by conditioning observers to a peace-
ful routine, actually covers preparations fo- war.

4. The greater the credibility of an intelligence agency over time,
the less its reports and conclusions are questioned: therefore,
the groater the risk in the long run of overrelying on its findings.

5. Self-negating prophecy. Information on a forthcoming enemy
attack leads to countermobilization which, in turn, prompts the
enemy to delay or cancel his plans. It is thats impossible -- even
in retrospect -- to know whether countermorli tation is justified
or n t.
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I -- (rather than focusing on upecific perceptions or on only signal-noise

~ I t:processing probilens). Handel is also reprcsentatitr.ý of the last1 themei
of the perceptual school, namely that human cognitive faculties are

generally unsuited for the tasks of proventing surprise by dCtIermining

intentions.

J Noise barriers. In his formulation of the role of three noise

• h barriers in intention estimation failures Handel relicj heavily on

WohIstetter's communications theory. lie postulateo three partially

overlapping barriers (Figure 4.1. 1 which correspond to tho lev!,ls of

gI•.i':• the foreign policy systent: the global environment, the regional envirUn-
rment (i.e., the enemy), and the doiestic etvironment (i.Me., th0 images

and pereeption- of the dcfending country). Most Iuformation pamsets

through these bhrriers •ad is distorted, wc4aokod4 o4 atteau ted.

r"urthermoare, the bar rices genw'4te their owtt noise as well as passing

n on perhaps amplifying naoiae from the previous barrier.

Enemy noise. In discussing the barrier created by the enemy

Handgt~el stresses that cleoar atid unambiguous sign;ls may not h•e frth-
coming becauie the enemy himself may he uncertain about goals or

S'otrsrs of ac.ion, or may hold '-onflictiag goali or options which are

not rfo*lvod until juot before the momeat of action. Simikgrly eoemay

l doctrines may shift or the opponent's leadership may chan4ge. making

esitmatets of intontions problematic. The clrcumsoti&es iurrouadlng

tho enOemy's deciioas may ch|rage ulheknownst to the intelligence

* 1 agency attempti, g to probe eonmy iuteo-ious. Purthernore. the (oenety's

soecurity and secrecy efforts will coneal iWtontiona while enemy decep-

tionts will attempt to ditguise them.

i8



M

Lugiag Wm .-d Iv v-Ptu,

LW1%i* pgav.4cfligo t.

p4A

A LA
24.

tt*-

tot

raI

I-i, ~
I 01

90



Handel also notes thatt the force planning an operation has the

I ~ advantage of putting the opponent on the horns of a dilumma by threaten-
ing hIn- in two or more places and consolidating forces at the last

possiblc momont. If plans are made so the actual attack might be

launtched from any of the planned dircctions, the oppnnent is forct'd to

eýither defend all avenues, or, less plausibly. prepare a defense with

greater responsiveness and flexibility than that possessed by the attacker,

or, least likely, hope to penetrate the attacker's plans in adV&flCO.

Simiarly a conr plnigtoiiit war mnight arrange that several

CkW%&:tV;!C sceont equally likely to be the target.9

H-andel's cntphamis on onemy uncertainty acems somewhat over-

drawn:. although enemy unce-rtainty or confusion will certainly Complicate

the intelligence a aay-Wt' task, the more threatc-rkng prohksn would seemu

to Oe the enemty who is 4certain of his, plans and go4ls and who c-,a care-

- Ifully guard 4sA diiguisc hia effortsx from his oppuonet. This lattcr c:asa

is especially izapenetrable by itliecaccording to 1hande~l, because

* ~eich piece of inforniation may be valid, or it n-ay be a piece af the

9
Such tactics are freqttent tit combat. Fret ena.wple. V-t-ihing

cencealed the objeoctive of the4 Ameriean Arivy ini the stmmtier off eroiv-e
ufi 1918 S ty having oneo of his corpsi cionttm-adet's, Bundy. iav-wittingly pt,-
pare an offensiveý fArther tol the liouth. When Ban"dy wvas ulialytd
th2%t t11he wsouthern attack wao a rutio, he icorrectly tihaerved "If- it ioti't a
fake, we atro ready to attack. ao sooni ii ouir treopi -irrivo. Uf it Isa zfake.
it's a good Cate, 4114 I haop it works. " Persahiagej Germati appoiWonto were
wfell aware that Ukluxd'V1 plano Could he a deceptioll intrtnded to miAlead

t4-ýM40t" the 91la-e O ttaek but thely totedj "the're is! nothiag to itdicate
t~a itidnot the real point of Matt ik. " atnd theoy c~n ivquently -r-ci)fqreed

thi. iiect-or with throe maor divisbo tcKioso h Armzy Timeso,
19t4$1, bt .S). Similarly, Amtericýan offilvial esmtimate of Japaaeser Lin-
tenoolnsl prior tW PeArl Harbor wore -Iitnlold by hter qtdtie re'Al 0-3pIAilte

a4 atins which atzgdestot4 she mighttif si at tack, T i th tula Iud'whia
or~ ~ ~~~~~~~P oiei wiscwr 'i~ h~ rS)



enemy's deception plan. Handel's first paradoxical proposition modifies

WohIstatter's signal-noise principle and makes it more consistent with

Whaley's emphasis on the impact of deception (see Table 4. 5.), assert-

ing that the reservations raised in the analyst's mind by the possibility

of enemy deception force the analyst to view each piece of information

as i. it were deception, even if it is not.

In short, there is the noise the enemy unconsciously generati•s

(e.g., by his indecision), and the noise the enemy creates intentionally

(e.g., for leception purposes) as well as the enemy's efforts to mask

possible signals (security). Handal discusses an additional difficulty,

that created by an enemy who is rea,'v to take "greater than usual risks"

(p. 15). While the underestinmation of the ,nemv's willingnwss to take

risks is a component of Ihtelligeace failure (as severa.l of 'he writers

reviewed above have noted), it is nept a problera created by the enemy

oo wouch as a faulty image of the op, .neat hold by the intelligence

#pecialirrt, thus it ;wud paradox two are reviewed below a4 elements of

the domestic no' ie barrier.

lInternatonal noise. The international environment creates noise

barriers for the intention estimation analyst in two ways. according to

Handel. In the first case multiple hot spots. areas of tension or

potential :onaliet, capturo the attention 4f analysts and especially policy-
-4j' ) i•kers and divert the- from the direction the attack actually comes. In

tho~ socond vase a icAlm International backgruuui mufflos indicaLors of

conflict, leading to llandol'5 third piriadox.

The notion that surprise attacks can coute like a bolt from a

calm blue sky t perhapa liauiel's woaikest 4pertio-n. He m.t~t stretch



anid distort the case of the Yom Kippur War to rnake it fit his "1sounds,

of silecew" paradox. While it io probably the case that Is raeli expcits

did not expect the tensions they were monitoring to turn into war, the

environment prior to the October attack was hardly "quiet." To the

degree that the Israelis expected the Soviets to restrain the Arabs from

attacking Israel, as Handel suggests, th-z analysts' fatilt was not in being

"conditioned to a peaceful routine" but in overestimating the Russians'

influence and underestimating Arab initiative and imdependence. Handel's

third proposition is not paradoxical so much as just untrue. 1 0

Solf-goncrated noiseQ. Logically, underestimation of the opponent's

willingn~ess to takc. riskls and Handel's second. prposition are ClittinntLa

'~ ~.of the third noise bý-rrier: ielf tcnerate,, %oie. V~ etra I con -

puoient of Cthit 1)rrer is *.he -'cotlcoptuwd frainework !9.- action"' of the

intteiligotwn tservice ýldtedoeesio~nmak~ers. This framework coniists

of hy'pothestis im-1 coiccrning the oxeery's la,;itz4 n

c~j>4bilitieti which aro ct . paredI to nn'ion aaiite n

intentitins to leo rmine the probability of coof'Uct in the nhr-. eium

4 id tong-tWrr itturt. $tteh coctpual i fmulAt ions art ntces,ýsary to

itterpro~t dAta aa~d corit'&W4: tho C(h'al goal of 4nalysai! itself. Howevor.

the-y crvate probemA bvt:;uie theýy may 6ecmo too rigid. dogm~atic.

AaM in ifo.blo, with the csrequ,,nce that "all data are etterministleally

I . i pretod 4And forced into the mold of the istiotng cliop ii tadua4ly

loading to A growvitg Vap 1between the o joctive and tho pocoivod r*,41ity.

while. withiiul thinking ou th# part of the intoligorwo unit peals p

IS
Perhaps thi mnoot vriticýal problem ereated by Iof-g Onorated

ltiois tho inability of the itelliaostee pehito t4 sess correictly

Hamlet lz'ke a mveral iftrediblo zsartioao. 0.g.. "one (can
itiluetce the OfteMy¾.ln.4 i.t.. hill taet~iom to gu to wAr: tm one
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1

1,0 (COftinlued)cannot have any impact on his capabilities" (p. 62).

If true, negotiations would prevent all or most wars, and the outcomes
of all wars would be predictable in advance on the basis of existing
capabilities. In fact the opposite seems to be true: it is usually
impossible to have an impact on the intentions of an enemy bent on war
but one can deter by reducing the effectiveness of the enem•"'s
capabilities by taking cotntermeasures. If anything is likely to deter
the enemy's willingness to wage war, it is the possession of an in-
vincible capability to destroy the enemy's first blow. For example, the
North Vietnamese decision on whether to launch a partial or an all-out
offensive in 1975 was contingent on whether the Unitec States would
resume large-scale bombing following the initial NVA attacks (Snepp,
)977). While a military leadership may risk defeat in the long run if
there is a high probability of success in the first attack (e. g., Pearl
Harbor, Barbarossa), they are far more cautious when the reverse is
true (e.g., Day of Pigs). Examples demonstrate the falsity of Handel's
assertion: On the one hand, the Hull-Nomura negotiations failed to
make any significant impact on the Japanese intentions; Chamberlain's
and Stalin's appeasements failed to stop Hitler's attacks- while on the
"other hand, the British battleship Dreadnought made the battleship
capabilities of all the world's fleets (including the British) obsolete
almost overnight: radar, sonar, and the convoy system put Hitler's
U-boat blockade out of business; British electronic warfia e ended the
Luftwaffe's night ornbing capabilitios; etc., etc. Detorceat furc'ci
must have a credible impact on capabilities if they are to have any impact
on enemy intentions (George and Smoke, 1974, chapter 1). instanees of
cdirect influence on enemy intentions are far less common than instances
of impacts on enerny capabilities.
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the, cfvtiy 's views of the riaks invol,,ld in the uptions open to them.

ZHandel, among othcrs, notes that historically ;na'Ayts have failed to

perceive the international! environment from the 4-nemy's perspective

and have underestimated the enemy's, wvlltngneag to take risks and/or

ovIercstimated the risks of options later cho.en by the onenmy. Handel's

second proposition leads to the conclusion that risk assessment by the

ene-my and the analyst tend to ba highly uncertain. Our own analysis of

intelligence failures and strategic failures (Section 3) and Wohlistetter's

analysis of Japanose planning prior to Pearl Harbor suggest a corollary

tto ulandel'i proposition: The plans most likely of all to surprise are

•thost so risky that they are certain, in the long run, to ultimately fail

(perhaps this could be called the "siic transit gloria Nurpri" cA.-rullAry).

Handel's formulation of the ielf-generated noise barrier ia

clearly drawn fromn .Jervis (1968) and Handel outline, the dilvrama of

eoncptu;4l models "'too open" to dat4 or "not open enough" in the same

Lormon as Jervis. Mndel's roýon-iendAtiun favoring competing intelligence

agencies with different an4 "relatively open concept," is alwo similar to

onie of Jorvi,' srafet•ards.

"itttian• 0 ca abi ttih. 1 Th econd part of tantlol'O, frame-

work depictt tho balance betwoen ettinatos of own and opponent's

-apthilitivo 44d intontions. Those intvrrolatI•onhIp are shown in

Hanel s diagram (Wigure 4. 1. .Eroneuu.& L-timates of ie intentions

can ariv ferm the aix 5ourcea shown at the bottom o" thi.f figuro. First, oiIe's
ow• intootiono ilnluentc the pereeption of onemy ht tio.s. Handel advances a

prmjectiot rule: when a countryis intentiots are peacef-.l it is reluetant to

9,
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pecei('ve hontility in an adiversary; when its intentions, art! aggressive

[ it tend.-. to attrib~ute similar inteaitions to other niations. Such projection,

*as well as satisf.action wi'-h the utatui quo, can lead to wishful tl'"-1.Hg

about the enemy's pldfls. Second, misunderstanding of the opponen-s

cha racter and willingness to take rink:;, what Handel terms~ a "cultural

noise barrier," prevents the intelligence analyst from accurately

picturing how the opponent approaches this balance between capabilities

and intentions. The opponent's logic and reasoning may be internally

consistent at-de rational but mnay appear irrational to the outside observer

* ~who does not uadcrsta.ud the assumptions behind the opponent's reasoning.

Consequently, what seenis to the analyst to be a~i ',pousibly risky uption

Inay h~e for the opponient the 1e,4s1 costAly rcimtainig cuurse of action.

Similarly, projecting one's own -tilitary doctrine onto the opponen~t

int rodiw es f'urthe r cultmral nois'o.

Third, the enemy's intentions depend on his understanding of our

own intentions. However, it is often difficult for the intelligonce agency

to determine what the opponei-t knows or believes about the capabilities

of the agency's country. Ignoranco about what the enemy knows about

us Malkes it easier to 11isestimate tho v-zlomylh willingneq.9 to tAkeO risks.

Fourth, information of the cnemy'si capabilitiesi is uried ko astiess enemy

intentions. However, the ellemy can hide his c-apabilitieal (aecurity) or

provide misleading data abv-,.: ý, w ýdeceptlon). Fifth. there ia a

tenenc tooveestt-nte heenellyl a citpability (e.g.,hobober gaps,
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missile gaps) especially when decisionmakers are attempting to con-

vince their countrymen that the collective image of the opponent is not

yet threatening enough.

Sixth, if the intelligence agency correctly anticipates the hostile

action of the opponent and issues a warning which is trans!ated into

defensive mobilization, the opponent m.ny cancel his aggressive plans.

This has the effect of making the correct estimate o' the intelligence

agency appear to be a false alarm. It is possible for the opponent to

play a war of nerves with the intelligence agency in hopes of prompting

enough such alarms to dull the declsionmakers to subseque.- warnings

("alert fatigue"). Consequently, both the intelligence agency and the

policymnakers adopt increasingly stringent criteria for what they will

now consider to be positive indicators of an impending attack as opposed

to further false alarms. This sequence produces liandel'i fifth para-

doxical proposition (Table 4.5. ) and also Shlaim•' (1976) as sortion that

intelligence success may bo indistinguishable from intolligence failure.

Ultirtately, reports of enemy capabilities and ictions which might other-

wise suggest an impending attack are discounted as part of the enemyy's

posturing.

This last element and Handol's fourth proposition (Table 4. c .)

imply that organirto factors play Important roleoi in the percepto|l

aspects of intelligence f;ailures. That it. his fifth proposition implies

that while oome elemevtti of the intelligoenco agency wil! respond to

warning signals. higher elmivnt5 may beeome hbhituated to such signals.

becattse of a war of nervos or just a high ovvrull level of tensions., and

thuii ,top paying atter.tion to uotv datd. Thre fourth proposition implies

that the csvo of Une 4goncy (or eh-nt.nt Within an 4grntty) le,;A4 to
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rt(Iuc L?( influence for other agencleza. The re s Oiintll monopoly Oil

*~ [credibility prevents organiratiunAl checks acid balances frow nlrfluecirwng

intelligence a~itirnateis, with the result that one organiz,%tional outlook

lpredominates

I. Te lat tioinein te prceptual school stresses the genera

llrnit~-io of huntan cognitive dynamics for processing information of

comrqsae forvign relations or for estimating future events such as enemy

I ~~inLentionsi. 'This theame goes beyondl the om 1 ,husis on perceptual flc~

to e(arnine, the procesis t.' ro".,ioning involved in all deci-ionanaking.

Stttiahvunc-r

I ljott Strinbruner (19)74) hAs proposed a theory 4,f dccisionntaking

which depicts 4a conr4tional. essentiAlly cybecrnetic process governed b~y
* Ith fedakU otcnnriecgiiepoee.Ttivegial cogni-

li've tcrtdencio~s, e~tltblished b~y experimental psychology. are viewed by

4Steinbtruner asdeternmiting howv intformaition is considered And tualy?ed.

These eagaitive dyaazwlck enableo the individualI to reoolve unce-tajinty

by nwaane Oi A tiendency to gvner41ito fromt tho p~rtieular Aituzition. This

getit~l~4I~inproceeods howvt er. withtiut contfronting, and( litd-Oe often

-rdr to avoid confvonting, the vtm*npleitieo of thý situatin $tron

-.aitttute Pir evidence fron m pi4 observAtionI int 1Idtiating:

.and sustaining iialn belioto producved 4Y the cybeornetic Cognitive

dynAtinw Provoess. Thot~e itroirg twlliefs enable the individulal to SQ4?uet55-k

ful~ly ward off fe~*thvtittg inorm4tafti w-hich might otherwiti seem over-

whýelndng.t Asi Steiabru~tt' writes:-

cogntiv thoryreAdil'y accowutts for the

exisenceof firo ctegrcl ilpOhbls1
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The cognitive processing mechanistmns of the
mind provide a number of ways in which beliefs
become established, independent of the weigh•
of objective evidence . . . As a general matter,
cognitive theory makes the assumption that
structure will be Imposed on certain situations,
and uncertainty thereby resolved, not by probabil-
istic judgments but by categorical inferences.
(p. I 10)

Before examining Steinbruner's model as it might apply to failures

in the process of estimating enemy Intentions, it is useful to note how

this conceptualization of the individual relates to the rest of the per-

ceptual school descriptions. The earliest of these formulations of

intelligence failures point to specific beliefs and perceptions which tend

to distort information on particular foreign policy issues. Later writers

broadened this concept into the notion of perceptual filtering, the tendency

to distort Information because of pre-existing expectations and hypotheses.

This theme was in turn refined to the signal-noise theme which highlights

the dilemmnas of accepting and rejecting information. Steinb-uner attempts

to incorporate thetie ouccesvive refbmonts by raturning to the first

"theme; i.e.. -he sigal-noise problem and perceptual filtoring are m4ai-

festatious of the general and %uiversal cognitive foodback proce ses Which

create and maintaia spocific erroneous beliofs and perceptions.

BA~ie cognitive 2rocpg!sesa. £teinbruater diocribs five 4sic

p liteo fram prim•etgAl psychology rogarding the provese of mnttAl

operations. •Thee@ principles doecribe meatal mochaniamt which are

probably univorsl and which infltuoene all infotration provoesing to Oome

do!roo. Hfuwever. bttoe4oe they largely operate both prior to and inde.

pondeat of v ciou# ment•al oporaaia, their ar, noz obvioul or 1atuitive

and may mit be apparout even with intense iuroapvctio#t. T)- explication

of thteze 644 pfoesbo 6~ due to etitvt~mit ) it~jf
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*1 Tiq; Li rst priticiple Steinbruner terms% "infercitial itn;-w-ry" to

highlight the fact that memory is a reconstructive process rather than%

a rmatter of simiple recall. Menmories must be rcconstructed or

recollected by reutilizing the rather complexc decompositions of images

that are involved! in the process on remiembttring. This storage process

entail-i absitracting meaningful and organized concuepts (rain perceptions

zaid organizing thezse concepts both hierarchically andc laterally. Hlow-

ever, becas this storage process entails simplification and restructuring

of the originial mnate-rial. dlifferential iiin-ory -Jecay can occur; most

cornintnly the o~veraUl concepts are remembered easily while specific

-otoponenats and details 4ar recalied only with great difficulty, it at all.

Memory is thuts krgoly a process, of inferring what was- acttthlly present

iin the ortgitnal pe-rceptions from the recolloction of the geit rl concepts

that the viind uAC$e: to store these perceptions. That isi, 4t the most

si~plistic level, the miod is forctd to reason from the general to the

The. me-mory proces*s requires A core of Ptable. underlying

beliefo andW conce pts which tierves to organize perceptions4 and give themt

ý:truvturle 4ad ztl--eantng sýo they can W, effectively sautvntnaritvd for storago.

"Ithe secoad prlinipleo Stelabruner deecribesv is "enltts"the tendency

of the mind tu opor-ate in ouch at wavy as, to keep thotio internazl beliv La iand

conceptia contteidttet with each other. Thio straiin towvard vonstsiteitcy

affecto both perception and wsemory. Howeýver. pqyehological vonoistency

differs Miguificatttly frcttt bJtocal cosseTythe ate-t i-tiAily recognized

evidenee of this occura whecnever an individual perceives what are cosaine0-t

IV l tormeod "opticiAl illusions.' Such illu-ioans occur becauseý they sauggest

lo1



(falP2Iy) the presence of some basic structure of the physical world.

Thits suggestion influences how we see the illusion but in fact the basic

structure which wt assume to be prenert Is absent, hence our senses

a-; foolekA by our falsified assumption. Bez-auso the basic structures

wc assume tf be p.'isent are so widespread and common in our perceptual

world 4 is dinl'cuit or imposoible to not assume th' ir presence in the

optical illusion. J*.. to maintain a consistency of perception, we mentally

extend these assumptions to all cases with the result that we are misled

when confronted by unusual perceptual events such as illusions. Optical

t illusions reflect infe•-ence mechanisms which are tied by the consistency

"principle to common perceptual phenomena. Mental structures more

complex than perceptions are also influenced by the consistency principle.

Receipt of information inconsistent with existing attitudes ad beliefs

wiU geunrate mental efforts to reduce the inconsistency.

The operations of the mind are cot•:strained to some extent by

reality In Important ways. which has been termed the "reality principle.

and the mind do. s react to stimuli that are clearly and unarnbiiuously

presented in ways that any other mini would respond.

The fourth and fifth principles noted by Steinbrtner deal with

mental eoonony. the tendency oi mental processes towardo simplicity

"and stability. Cognitive mechanioms oper•te to keep the structuro of

beliefs and concepts as simple as possible. Consequently the mind is

highly selecti.rs about the Information it perceives and attends. Further-

more, information that io attentded is regularied, filled in, completed.

crgalkded and otherwise tuanipulated to At the simplest coon•epts needed

to cope v ,th A situation. In Addition. the mind attentpts to keep the core

of Wsit' bc.lidfs and vtn ptwp stAbhle, And reoist via• s en in this core
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stLructure. The.~re i.- votisqqucntity a. .t rong WaI~s xgtin%,flt an inforoination

that would teud to change th~e vrionent. (if the major I elitf ysytcni

Dckosud~rucrany Sto!inbruner examines thle implica-

tions of these principles for clocisionniaking under con-Jitionz. of c.. !nPlexity.

as for exat-nple when inicotTnmonsurate values are involved. Whlh I an

cases' problems~ of this type-ivre resolved an~alytically, that Is. hyOn

structinq and weighing trat )(ffs and computing epcvted yak'-

*vairkous po.,4sible outcomes: in casie% of great uncertailnty suc.> value

iictgration toads not to occur. In thtise latter caseta cogno. ,vf- meCtUARLiTfss

Lend to clintinate lead-uffsi from-~ the belief system as Aiosof the

vc-%tit'ncy principle thus pvventing theaaysso v~e~ vaue

-causo unctrtainty imvplies that thve rceality principlo. will relr~atively

weak due to anthiguitios a* to what is reality. thrg principlial of stability

a~nd simlicity allok thfo mit~i to re-jcct or denty ineorm4L~oit 0tht Ch~lag~es

exibting 4oliefs or otherwitie !ntroduee ix isop!teney. Stcittrwor

htunder those ic Lne devitionikors will dy the

trado-off rltionship i*!d will aiitittou they are ptriaulag tho aoparAte

-alues s Itanooooly .o44 itnwpondoutty. or may evvn eeth inco-

Bllogi~ei~t Robtert L. $Sahimcire md,eka A eiziI-*r Point ill hIk
:ilondtd z6Vti*.'k. "The braint of l40h. An* os~ay 4,ýf th ,i4t4kkta:

Outr biistoo Arc, really viery Ilaimted

eulpIe to the eou:VPIL!-ity 4h~.A*, u-i
the uaitwetott oi or hrains4 placefe very

ro4l limiltiaec upait the ieatwaej thm~ %k

l tek e freptaoiorwordi -with whivh
to t~Vm~z; t~lly 4iu* tiaLr phptt~ett

lt0
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It is not difficult at this point to extend Steinbruner's general

analysis of decisionmaking to the specific case of intention estimation.

Clearly, in an uncertain environment the intelligence specialist or

policymaker could be confronted by a conflict between values. For

example, the policymaker might believe that the opponent state would

be unwilling to risk war, but he might also be confr'nted by reports

that the opponent is preparing its military forces and is making threats.

The latter information can be made consistent with the former beliefs

by denying the reliability of the source of the information, or by

believing the information but asserting that these moves and statements

are in aid of defensive rather than offensive purposes. The policyrnaker

may go so far as to make no reaction at all in the belief that the opponent's

goals are peaceful and any action would be misunderstood as aggressive.

If the opponent in fact is planning an offensive, the policymaker becomes

the victim of a "surprise" attack because of the tendency to maintain

consistent beliefs in conditions of uncertainty.

A cognit`-e organizational model. Like other theorists of the

perceptual school Steinbruner goes beyond the individual and examines

organizational factors which might contribute to failures in decision-

making. Hc wever, Steinbruner also relates these organization problems

directly to his cognitive model, making them "n element of his frame-

work rather than an addendum. He argues that because the cognitive

dynamics which form the heart of his model seem to be nonideosyncratic

they should create stable, recurring patterns of behavior in organiza-

tions. He outlines three modes of organizational thinking which derive

from the mental processes described above.
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G ojv( L .e Twc yI)CVolV~ic f~vt(Ilj.kt k cha rirtctcr of the

k rStcinbruricr model points to the nmechanisni of organiz.ation~al routine:

"~' the tendency to systematically attend a sm-all number of variables and

apply consistent decision criteria to them. Steinbruner terms this

"1grooved thinking" to underscore its narrowed pnerspective. and in-

flexibility. This type of think-ing occurs in organiz~ations whicl'% have

I well-established operating procedures and wide experience with a

certain range of tasks. Repeated encounters with related problems

and responsibilities for producing sonie solution reinforce the use of

highly stable patterns of reaction L.zxsed on well -dete rmined decision

ii rules and very narrow em~,irical grounds. The chief cognitive

characteristic of grooved thinking is the stability which results f romn

long experienicc with its routines. Steinbruner wvrites (p. 127):

This experience, recorded and wveighted in
viernory, offers, powerful analogues5 for new
docisions and protection against the variance
of new decision problems. The burdens of
responsibilitv - uncertainty, political pretisure,
heavy workloads, potential cuntroversy over the
outcome - are handlc!d unusually well by this
sort of thought procesti. precisely bieea,4 se of
the ready-niad.e, well-anchored structure to
which new problems can be fitted.

This type of thinking Is strongly influenced by the rvality principle

because the decisionmaker is forced to focus ain t~e mo~st ob3vious.

iiritectiate. and observable aspects of the stuation. 4"Urther. the. process

oporates with a short time horion anA a very low level of ah~itraction.

Short-range comtponenti are seaparated from com~plex problema and

* independvntly dealt with by -epArtte agoncioes. Tito reiiultw Are then~

* Ziltered independently to higher eehelonzi. The iimplivtty principle

loads, each "gency to tconceptuali~o its piec.o of tho problem in very

iimplo and iotereotypet1 terins.
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Uncommitted thinking. The second syndrome occurs at the top

of organizations where different lines of comnuinication, information,

and responsibility converge on a docisionmaker. The incumbents of

these positions cannot rely an grooved thinking because they lack the

expertise with the routines and procedures of such methods, and they

must contend with a broader ranage of problems with greater scope than

can be handled by stereotyped decisionmaking. Top-level decisionrnakers

receive inputs from agencies which compete and nositenci with each other,

preventing a routine response. Stcinbruner also notes that many such

top e~z-zsionmakers have very little experience with the organixations they

lead or familiarity with its problems and they "quite literally do not

WY. know what to think" (p. 129). iZhese forces result in what SteinbrunerI terms "'i~~-ncommitt_-d thinking-' the tendency for top dcsoxaest

adopt generalized concopts ornbedded In larger, theoretical belief

structures which are associated4 with particular spontios. But furth-tr.

the Ofcld onmiaker tends to adopt difftrent belief pattorns for the samte

problen' In sequence. Blecause of the uncertatuty surroundiag the lunger -

range, settings oi the decigican he mAkes. the top-leveldeiimar

h difficulty pr otatin and roifrcit-g hiti beliefs from counpoting idvas,

especially sinco the main tiource. of support for these beliefo. the rAMi-

xational sonsiore. tond to differ and dis-agrefo. The overall pattern of

uaconuiitted thinking Is-. "a scillation 4etwoen compoting WelHO

i~ Ipatterns" (p. 130). with thu docisionimalier siding first with one group

and then with auother on a 14ivon isaue.

Theoretical thinxin. The third syndron-t Steiabruner liabels

"lthouat~i'Al thinking" to chara erire the elaborate, .%to4nrive. confoistent

an -0t14 beWOtlivf Piatter" that the Jeec lnit-Akwr di-elw~ aver tione
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.1,nd to Which hie is g reatly Curomittc'd. In resolving particulakr problenis

the theortetical thinker relates concrete alternatives4 to general proposi-

21 tLions ubout the environment, and very general values are linkedc t o

highly specific objectise. The 'Iheorsetic. I thought or this tyleo

cleciaiioninaker insu~ates him from the reality principle by providing -A

long-range framework and extensively anchored beliefs with which lie

can fend off inconisistent information. Furthermore, t:%0 theoretical

thithiker is rcl-atively un. fected b~y uncertainty and is able to react

- -~ quickly with confidence in fluid sit~uations when others seern to be at sea.

Over the longer time fratne theort~tical thought tends to flounder as con-

' Itruditctory tevidence accuniulatt-s which cannot be' refutedi or deniod.

Ivht-t rotical thought requi res timt- atv' a ctpp tie 'vi ronien4ft to

7flourl.4, hence it is found. acco rding Lo Steinbruner, in orgattiztional

Cutitexts wAicl- fuvter smnall, clot~ knit ýroutps which intvract with each

oth.or about ivuos-s of vonnon concern oti a regular basis.

The Org ni.dtina1 Mode fd Ifnteotltiggaoe - ailuriý.

inttolligneoe failuros are bWilt into Co~le

H~ot J,. XWilemky. 1967

-z-eul the kirig'a wifte men- but they

Couild tnut rea~d the Writi-Ag. nor maake k~ow" to

'tw wtl U~iit U. Akiw~lysi4 of thio mool U1 i thto inttlli veOc or

agtav 4s~y.oT. aic 41iiumtPi1 its that thoe Unflertyirtg caluoi~

is . . ..



and the components of failure are due to the behaviors, structures,

and functions of bureaucratic agencies.

Perspectives. Writers focusing on the organizational aspects

of intelligence failure range from Botts (1978) and Steinbruner (1974),

whose perspective is largely psychological to those with a sociological

outlook (Janis, 1972; 3anis and Mann, 1977; Ben-zvi, 1976, 1977, 1978)

and to those whose outlook is basically structural (Wilensky, 1967;

Allison, 1971; Downs, 196',). The psychological perspective, introduced

in the above paragraphs in our review of Steinbruner's cognitive theory,

stresses perceptual and conceptual behavior in the organizational context.

The basic assumption is that cognitive and psychological processes which

affect iforimation processing by- individuals iaui also influence information

flows and decisionmaking by intelligence organirations. The sociological

approach con•tidere the social ielatiors and forces among the adividuals

in groups as important influences on intention estimation. For example,

Janis (1972) exrrinau the effects of conformity pressures on deci4ion-

making in group*. The trophasis in the structural approach is on the

impact of burvaucratizatio.n hierarchical orgnizAtion. specialization.

centrulirAtion, rutlne. communication patterns and so forth on the

inteligence procesu. The basic asumptioa here i3 that the characteri.ics

of inAdividual or social relationships are lets important than the rulos

which deocribv or•ean tteal ratio.-hipa.

I OF:
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I
Beotts

V Richard elats' (1978) recfnt and comprehensive article attempts

Ito answer the question raised in its subtitle: why intelligence failures

are inevitable. His article makes it clear Hetts does not aea intelligence

{ failure as organizational: he writes that failure is "political and

I psychological more often than organizational" (p. 61). However, it is

argue,, here tha'% the basic causes of and contributing factors to intelligence

failure which BI.tts describes are the psychological and political relation-

I ships of organizations rather than of individuals. Because we are in the

t1. ]embarrassing position of questioning Betts' perception of his own

conclusions, we examine letts' argunments and language in sonme detail.

Oetts btgines by stressiog the rule of the apprecittion ur iutulligonce

rather than its acquisition or analysis. He asserts that it is the policy-

makors who are to blame for most intelligence failure, occasionally the

Analyats of intelligence, and only rarely the collectors of informnation.

This loads him to the conclusion quoted above that fhilure is psychological

* and political more often than organizationaI. However, in the senttence

preceding this conelusi~o flctts writes (p. 71):

Policy premises constrict peirception, andi administrative
w.orkloads cotnstrain r•fl•ction.

Even at this early point tletto is highlighting the eoostriction of perceptiou

(which iW indeed largely psychological and political) tWt also the constraints

ot admi•nitrmAtion (which is organiational). urthernore, becausa
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intelligence and policymaking are kept separate administratively (and

when they are not, as in the reign of Secretary of State/National Security

Advisor Kissinger, there are intense pressures to reseparate them) the

process of appreciation, which Betts emphasizes, entails the relation-

ships between intelligence agencies and policymaking agencies.

Betts goes on to discuss three concepts of the intelligence

failure problem, the first two of which are relatively unimportant.

The first (discussed earlier in section 3) notes that it is difficult to

determine the ratio of failures to successes in intelligence and thus

it is impossible to know if perhaps the failures that can be noted are

not offset by many more successes that cannot be known. Betts rightly

notes that even one failure can be catastrophic and thus this concept is

perhaps reassuring but nonetheless largely irrelevant to the question

of the causes of failure. The second concept is explicitly organizational;

that intelligenco breakdowns are due to communication pathologies. Betts

notes that this concept leads to recommendations that future blunders be

averted by reorganization and changes in operating procedures. While

this concept is organizational, we include it in the structural category

-4 (briefly described above and discuesed more fully below).

Basic causes. The most crucial concept of the intelligence failure

problem according to Betts, and the concept which we interpret to be

organizational (albeit with a psychological perspective) is what Betts
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tterms the "paradoxes of perception" (p. 63). Despite this label,

lhe writes:

the roots of failure lie in unresolvable trade-offs
and dilemmas. Curing some pathologies with organi-
zational reforms often creates new pathologies or

resurrects old ones.

Betts then lists a number of conflicting organizational aspects of

intelligence production and consumption; of warning and reaction to

7 warning; of analysis and decisionmaking; as well as one psychological

aspect: the need for strategic preconceptions by leaders. Since

individuals generally do not play these conflicting roles of producer/

consumer, warner/warncd, analyst/decisionmaker, Bctstl h.as noted

paradoxes in the organizational process of intelligence and its use.

Rephrasing the problem Betts has underlined may make clearer why it

is actually an organizational problem. Intelligence performs basically

the functions of perception and conceptualization for the state. The

product of these functions serves (with other products generated elsewhere)

as inputs to the decision and action functions of the state. Failures arise

because the agencies performing these functions of intelligence and

decision are organizationally separate, and more importantly, their

functions are to some limited but inescapable degree incompatible

with each other psychologically and politically but also organizationally.

fBetts stresses related points. lie writes that "it is usually impossible

"to disentangle intelligence failure from policy failures" (p. 66) (which,

Ill



again implicates several actors and agencies) and argues that intelligence

and policy functions are inseparable, interactive rather than sequential,

processes. The paradoxical and unrejolvable trade-offs and dilemmas

of which B~etts writes concern the relations among agmicies and within

agencies more than the psychological processes of individuals. Betts'

main point is not that failures would cease if the intelligence and policy

functions were done by a single agency. Rather, it is that the samse types

of problems that face the individual attempting to perform both functions

also affect the intelligence-policy systemn. The demands of the separate

functions are incompatible. In this sense he is correct that the basic

-problem is psychological. Ou r point is that B~etts applies this basic

point to the organizational level.

~ I Factors of failure. Turning to the component elements of

intelligence failure Betts notes four factors, the first of which is

I..lThe refusal of Bettsi to asoit i nlyi ih"rai

failures have had so little discernible effeet. Most o theso reform*
are "organizational" in the sense of improved flows of comiunications.
larger staffs, new watch and warning iehnss hane in
respot-sibility and procedure, and so forth. He argues that such reforms
tend to have only minor impact becauso they do not circut-mvent the
"basic barriers." With none of thiý do we dioagreo with Dowts we
o~iiy 4~satgrev that these basic barriers oporate at just the p~ychalogical
level and are not also organiz.Ational in a fundumntlsn.
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explicitly organiimatiorial. Drawing on the work of WVilensky (19547,

* 2reviewed beom-l) B~etts notes that the struictural characteristics of

1.hierarc'~y, centra iza, ion, and specializatioin; the structure of authority,

&.nd the alloca&tion of time and reosources all vi-ty hinder the into-Iligence

* function. The rcmaining three factors lletts charctertzea as "more

fund ental and lessz remediaible intellvctual t~otrces; of orror" (.6)

As we reviow theso factors we~ attempt to poinit otit that Betts hAs fotOltt4eC

Otn Organization~al a liEctions of factors wvhich also affec:t the individttal

~Ž2Aa~t.The intcohterLnt czavonmict of furei~m affairs

creates the tubst,:%lc of ambigtuity to accurate 4vvzdysis. Iboth. t~e lack

of ino rr'Intion iand atv ox v6 Ati a o m o tbi 14itv Ow

lack uf data by it reating uneertahity. the excvi4t by crating r

of tfa r"-tation laveloAd~.5 -os. aad in1'dctoudetectioll

71 roblemo. Thow of the am~igttkty ~aboele B~etts de*ocribofs

Lt the T 4-geev thoy ttidtee uf~votaintvt by O~ePoatifi
from evidvtncie riddtod with aiiligutie~o. 4it~lt risk.
"everaimplifyig t'e-aitty c4nd des-eti e~lit theý eutattm r
of imollgiakce to thio d gwra thtAt lurk, wthin tho
mvkng~idtie* to tho Clogee thoy do nut retiolvo mniltg*.altiee.

I a~ty~ti rt 04i csg di41Itzed Ly ttyi

Wkto av hm'4 ntI~it do. ttvir jot. (P. 69)

Whil th in~~idtal i~eecttat' facor ic tho 4"r ate t'd
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the consumer that produces the actual intelligence failure. As Betts

notes "because it is the job of decisionmakers to decide, they cannot

react to ambiguity by deferring judgment" (p. 70) yet deferring judgment

in the face of ambiguity may be the best (or the only) course for the

analyst.

Detts pointb 'o other aspects of ambiguity that lead to failure

which can also be seen as at least partially organiz•ational: confused

environment; overload of conflicti ig data; lack of time for rigorous

assessments. He concludes that 'intelligence can fail because the

data are too permissive for policy judgments rather than too constrainin.

(A)vnbiguity is exploited by wishfulness." This process can operate In
two ways. 0C individual atalyst. Laced with andigous inontion,

may reach concluwions which are largoly wishful. Alternately. the

p.ic -nym-ker. faced vith ttomingly unambiguouv 4ut highly conflicting

intelligctnc;, ;&ppr4a si.fv *vou- variou# (and porhaps compoting) iritolligoaen

agencies# may stloct thooorisi whiei symost cloac-ly coafqrm to

his provncption* ( uinilar to Steiutiruaer's cmte htkr)

The iirat pr~oos has boon 4iacuas"e abovo undor tho individual t Ie

a nd tis amot ontirely paychological, whoreis the otr, preooss is both

poctslogival (ini that the agoucies rvaich dUivriua cocltausiotw fromi

fsimilar data and tho policymaktr chooises amor*a them o~ th atis of

his poreoptists) but it is al"so giilatioatl (in that teaec
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emnphas ized differe~nt interp retations and are competing for the attention

adbelief of the policymakor). Since Betts offers examples of the

imnlmuct of ambiguity which are the second type and not the first, hie is

imnplicating organizational as wall -As psychological factors in failures. 1

Ambivalence. The inteltligence agency often miust choose to

report ambivalent judgments to the policymiaker. mhe -e may lead to

*fa ilure because, again, the policyinakor may fash~ion out of them the

cone unsions hic wishied to find. Furthermnore, the hedged judgment,

j jwhile honest, mray fail to "shock- consumers out of wishfulnebs and

cognitive inseonsitivity" (p. 'it). As with ambiguity, Bettts chaxrACterizes

this problemt in tvrnxý of thto rclatiotts britween i~tv-lhigenco And policy-

makors aitd ttmo the. dii rlising out of the difforing goobU of thiese

I im~ovrate u.ttzii~S

Rvfot'es. 'tho final factor which Bo~tts sitre~ses is the Atrophy

at roformo. the fact thak sot learnd front prvious mistakeo and

1 falures ;*re decreaiingly appliod or takena ooriowsly as time passes.

Ho wittes: "if the reforniA ... do net fulfiltl day-to-dayaraiton

hood* --o it ati aft-on haPpens. thoy Corfipllictot eporatioms a-n1 Wtain

* - ~the rg naatlr~s esourcvs--thoy fall into disuse or become token

praeýtiioo- (p. 71-4). lDcttts has obvlc-ttuly returne-d hip, attontion to the

[ ~strtwettr4logittoa chrctrs ic WV1intlligece with Which ho

be0gan hisi OtAn~jtiata Of theý JceinpOftn~ e. of inueolltg'ntwt ~ltAjrn.

Thpeiin~snr burrraui 4P.d agottvle_- id a hrwttsi
o~'Icf Allieoules 41971 0hurteawgr4tie pi4litie niodel izil th-e role 4- aitidablguty as

1 descitiedby tteitts sievms to be bath uratai itsl anuureaut rath-dly
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Of these three barriers to analytic accuracy, Betts concludes:.

"they are inherent in the nature of intelligence and the dynamics of work"

(p. 72). While the nature of intelligence certainly includes psychological

aspects (as discussed above under the ipdividual model), the dynamics

of work Jus! certainly include organizational aspects. IThe factors

Betts idemtifies and the examples he uses can be understood as resulting

from an interplay of both psychological and organizational processes

~ ¶ that is perhaps best described by Betts:

The interaction of analytic uncertainty and decisional
prudence is a vicious circle that mnakes the segreg~ation
of empirical intelligence and normativo policy an
unattainable Platonic ideal (p. 88).

Hiaving judged the basic causes of intelligence faldure to ~

nroslv~ble ~d-offs asa4 dilcott&s~lbttwoee thv an0dytc and h

policy ~ cin.Betts offers no patn~ceas for iniproving tho intalligence

process. Hi-s str oest recon-tawadatiou is that "intelligence pro-

fesional!5 anticipate the cogaltivtv harriers V; decision makteral utiliz4-

tiou of their products" (p. W4. Blut Pletts is fundmekitally pealimistic

aba*t the propots for ..r enitiag iqtrateaic irpirse. like $UlAim. and

Wohlatottvr he 6cdieve* there is "no gur~utwd prophylaxis agoinstt

irwolligence failures" (p. $4) andI intolligogwe filuro ig ifsevitilble and

natural (p. 08). Hoe otitlo* the 11Ia secvtion V4hatil ,ian wi~th

T"* further poitsttt made 4y betiAre worth nig:like

W"Iiatotter at¶4 JoAg Ijetts e4-a~pro*itll t fa aurks to isholar y

orrorrs. 'Thit concept is 'hr pitt n ein~bow.1e

iti~~ futropuiditsva i ktw o



MI1.4() rvlict. heAVily till tilt! iifagv, of int.* 1Iigtenctt Milurc n au d t;;l4t!rfl,

{ ~~beginning and ending:, hi ri ardicke on this~ thcm,. The relti. rwc

1* ~intelligenc failures and disasters is; discussead belo iScin Vive.

Janis and Mann

Janis and Manim (19771 havo proposed a conflict theory which

postats that error. a r#esult fromn the tua(-an vtivatiunAl consequecescc of

deciseional conflict imposvd oil cecisiort-nakers by the needutcmk a

choico. This tht-ory is% largely pmychological and the~ir descriptione

clea;rly indlicate that Jtanis andic Mann view,. thu- cet-tial, pracvssos in

i their tmodel At affecting printit'ily the individual. Howcver, the two

extonded illustrations of hhlvcpufLey failuresi zhey provida (iA

40ifcitol fit.-srgrrit-tion. plan anti the i-'earl 't arlbor dtuadtec)O are both

falttrot of dci~e~iot ~rAking, groups. Since thel,04rest &ppht:4t&4 :a of
t

j 'their tt~±ucy Lu- thýi tui f i~tdtIigcncc failure b~ dcio gibed at thL'4

riather tha;n the iadividu4al level, andA beauetot eoveral ie44a1 featut'e4 OF

pdivy.rnzdi vg groupia play traportaut (but not vontra~l) rolvo in their

While J4ianie."n Mamt40 ,ýissoui Ethat tlw straq* induceiýd by thte 4eed

to ted o itia major ie4aQi a~t errorti, the~y aanldguhriaqtors

piltilfi-They po.tu4lAte fi 44bWi patterso Lit tcats-tg u

tta4iue- tvuig oieti OZ.V al uctv t oiemdwt kntvfeet Of

Autvcediota otiitdiaios aiud a hr4rst levtel tf strecit. these

patteruls And thed rdatrd4 stvesit iYotnttII~tt -Are. 4t**ti it table 4... ike
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antec('dent conditions, inediating processes and conscequtences arC

shown in Figure 4. 3.

The conflict model involves a sequence of four questions con-

fronting the decisionmakers regarding the procedure for reaching a

Schoice. The first issue (Q. t in Figure 4. 3) involves the risks of

adhering to the existing policy; if these seem to be low the decision is

simply to maintain the status quo. Janis and Mann label this "unconflicted

adherence" and note that this choice may be well-founded or the assess-

ment of low risk and the decision to continue the present policy may

constitute complacent ignorance of the risks of continuing present

policy. (Table 4.7 compares each of the five basic pV.terns with seven

criteria for uinbiased and thorough decision making.)

-Y. The second issue arises when the decisionmaker rejects current

policy as high risk and then assesses the risks of changing policy (Q. 2

in Figure 4. 3). In what is labeled "unconflicted change" the decision-

¶ maker uncritically adopts whichever new course is salient or most

strongly represented, and perceives the risks of this choice as low.
4I

Clearly, in terms of intelligence failure, the psychological impact of

strategic surprise following eih:her unconflicted adherence or unconflicted

change should be great inasmuch as these decision patterns entail low

stress levels, low assessments of risk, and no vacillation prior to the

I surprise (see Table 4.6).

The third issue faces the decisionmaker who sees high risks in

current policies and in new policies, namely whether it is realistic to

hope for a better solution (Q. 3 in Figure 4. 3). If the decisionmaker con-

Sc eludes that there really is no hope for a better policy, what Janis and

119
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Mal~ iniI 1;1)4! ''dt'' cn ~i vc avoidanu c-" rv~:,ult I n Lb te di.c i iumnr akr e vading

the conflict 'by procratitinating, shiftingt rosponsibility tO Aon-IUnc elS0,

or wishfully rationalizing z, selected policy by bolstcritig, i. e. by

exaggerating its favorable consequences, overestimnatiug its prospects

of success, and uaderestiMatinig or denying its neg.)tIve -nst~qucnces

and its prosp.ects for faldure. All three aspects of defensive avoidance

may occur prior to the decision.

When intelligunce. failitre results from defentiive vdac

surprise may or nvivy not result. If the decisionrnaker is able to shift

responsibility for the detision to others he may not bo surprised by the

constiquences of intelligence failure. On the other han i, when bolstering

occurs, the decislonnmaker may c-onvince hirtself he has dealt with the

Challenge and may be tot~ally surpris-ed by failure. In the c:ase of pro-

crastination the 6-cisionnmaker is very likely tt. ho surpristed inasmucil

as the, ration~ilization that there is nu urgency iiniplies that the decision-

rual.er perceives no impending threats which wo,4ld dem-and a d;6il

and action.

The fourth issue confronts the dt-.cisionmakei' who doetl hope for

a better solution (Q 4 in lFigure .3) if deadlinesj 4nd time prv.iures

preclude sufficient search and deliberation then the doci~iiunnlaker

resorts to "hypvrvigilatice-:" a ir~ttntic. panlt.ky. 0tpuLlSive V ra spig f(.t

whatever oolution cast bi hastily contrived. On the other hand. if the

doclisioumakaiv reachoti thii zstagje and detormioc that Lheo'e is 4defluato

time, "Vig'ilattee" produves a Painstaking a'-arch% foe appropriate mnior.

-tation, unbiased weighing of atlerliatiVeS -ild CO;Seq'AUMtCZ re~i~tllnt~

ilali adequate deciziion.
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lnteliigt'ncc failure following hype't'vigilantc e is unlikely to cause

the riccisiountaker great surprise, in eff ect the surprise occurs with

Sthe re-alization that time has run out. As Table 4.6 suggests. hyper-

vigilant behavior is accompanied by high stres 5, stcong anxienty, and

unc-ertainty as to whether the decisions and actions taken will succeed.

In this case-i the dccisionznakerts intelligence function can fail and he

Ilasy be unprepared but his hyporvigilant behavior has prepared him for

tipossbl failure and its occurrence comes as no surprise.

Jan~iS and Mann use the Pearl Hrarbor attack to illustrate the

defensive avoidance patterni of coping with decisional conflict.. They

label thin; analysis "AdmirAx Mmmnnelts Wz~ilu~r at Pearl Harbor, but

they trs thA (t1)77, p. 120):

All too often an advisory group ispontaneounly
L~kO or h ole Vt -osuecLikvt~~~e rein-

focving th'*lid- r -it'fu rt to p rotect hirts~elf
fromn havin,h Lo facer uupalatablo facts and
a goni'in ehoice-s. The Pcaz'1 Harbor fiasco is
anj ezM,3ple Oj htow leader a4t groutp uttUally'
bulsiter eahothers' miisjudgments, thereby
protectintg one another Arotu the ttisconqorts of

a pinuldecisioa.

Janis and Mann ecribe the fullowinig pattorn srht' to PrF-centiber 7:

0 Ni~ittwlq~ (Cont *ttaztdtc tit Chief of U.S. F or;eti in the PAvifiv anitI the

top-ran king officer in Hzawail) was4 ebtntildevably worried about the

iadrqttaVy Oi his Plmto4 and provait i the ae ivofk~ iinc rcasiinly

ofiltito4S ;ii15 Ciwar with Japan. tbwt~ ewsrc~rdby his

sitAff that the throeat aad warning býeing: noteod were not almwd zipecif itly

axt Itawaji, andtt thAt preeecztti.oiaary plank- weýrv 4eqtuato ztd were beinig

varriedi out. Courae-qtewtly. Kixnn1tel and hi:_ sitaff wero able to boliter

thcir ctntt'se oýf Action, denied or reduce1 kthie itapart of warainigs And
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indicators of hostilities, and achieved a state of "pseudo calm" at the

expense of a thorough search and appraisal of their situation.

Janis and Mann note (p. 122) that Kimmel failed to check with

Washington to determine whether the 27 November "war war-ning"

message implied a possible attack on Hawaii. Ascumning such an attack

was not possible, Kimmnel nevertheless assumed ('.rroneously, and

neglected to verify) that the Army had responded to the war warning by

placing its air defenses on full alert. (In tact, the Army response to the

war warning dealt priyrr--arily with sabotage, and Army radar and anti-

aircraft forces were- not informed of the war warnings.) Janis and

Mann portray Kirmmel as neglecting to take inexpensive precautions

j (such as checking to see that the Army air defense was ready) because

he was unwilling to alert all forces, a costly step which ,.ould have

squandeored his manpower and material resources if no attack camne.

B~ecause Kimmel and his staff decided the warning did not apply to

* 1 Hawaii, lower echelon forces, wvhich might have provided clues that an

attack was iwrnvlnent had they been alerted, failed to do so. For

example, the radar sigeilvl noted early on 7 December of the Japunese

planes on their way to Oahu were ignored bocause, the duty officer know

nothing of th(. war warnings and was expecting a flight of U. S. bombers

at abotat that time. Similarly, two minesweeper commanders, who

spotted an unidentified, prenumably Japanese, submarine in an

unauthorired area, failed to report their sighting, anid the command

center radio officer who overheard th~eir discuision of the sub failed to

report the iocident to Ximi 91's staff. (All thit; despite instructions

from K'in-m-tel less than two mronths earlier that ay encounter with a

Jar4nt-a sub wAb. to he re-garded as a tlign of t~trvme danger bevauste
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it might be a screening clement for a Japanese aircraft carrier force.)

N Finally, although warned an hour before the attack that an unidentified

submarine had been sunk near the Pearl Harbor entrance, Kimmel and

his staff did not treat the incident as a warning or an emergency and

were awaiting confirmation of the sinking when the Japanese bombers

arrived.

The cognitive defenses used by Kimmel and his staff included, ac-

cording to Janis and Mann: misjudging relevant warnings, inventing new

arguments to support the chosen policy, failing to explore the ominous

implications of ambiguous events, forgetting information that would

enable a discrepant event to be correctly evaluated, and misperceiving

signs of the onset of actual danger. As a result of the general bolstering

and cognitive defensive avoidance at the top, lower echelons were not

i alert and unprepared to notice or ruport the signs and indicators that

might have allowed the top to take at least hypervigilant responses.

Consequently, despite their high anxiety and concern, and what they

thought were adequate preparations, Kimmel and his Staff wcre com-

pletely surprised when the Japanese blow fell upon theia rather than

elsevwhere as they had expecteLd.

Janis and Mann label the collective pattern of defensive avoida-'ce

N'% which characterized Kinimel and his staff an instance of "groupthink" -

... defensive avoidance tendencies on the part1- : of the leader of an organization are encouraged
when he receives social support from advisors

I who concur with his judgments and share in
developing rationalizations that bolster the least
objectionable choice (p. 129).

H Groupthink is likely in small, highly cobosive, usually unofficial circles

of top political or military figures. Other antecedent social conditions

12
.............................................. 5



for the groupthink syndrome are: Insulation of the group from outsiders,

lack of methods or standards for information search or appraising the

adequacy of conclusions, directive leadership, and high stress and low

hope for finding a better solution than that favored by the loader or an

influential clique.

Janis and Mann (1977; 130) describe eight symptoms of group-

4. think:

1. A shared illusion of invulnerability, causing excessive

optimism and encouraging extreme risks.

2. Collective rationalizations and discountings of warnings

A which might prompt reconsiderations before a recomn-

mitment to past policy decisions.

3. Unquestioned belief in the group's in~herent morality

and a tendency to ignore ethical or moral consequences.

4. Stereotyped views of t-he enemy: too evil to permit

genuinu negotiation. too weak or stupid to counter

whatever risky attempts are mnv.c'. to defeat the

enemy's purpotses.

5. Direct pressure on in-group members who argue

strongly against the group's stereotypes, illusiions,

or commitments, branding dissidents disloyal.

6. Self- censor ship of deviations from the group COMCIensus,

minimizing the importance of doubts and cunerargumet-t i.

7. Shared illusion of unanimity. assumptions that self-

censorship is unimportant and silence implies agreement.

S. Emiergence of self-appointed and g rotip-tolc;rated

"Itnih~guardti" - - benlrs who protetvt thv. g ro--ki friist~

adverso Information.

1 Z6



Thus, whvlea Ow J.Anis anid Niannu conflict intdel c;an operate when

[. decis ions are made by Inclividia Is or by grozops * g roupthlink s;ocial con-

p formuity prqnsuurcs will aggravate and strangthen the tendency toward the

defensive avoidance patterni when de~cisions are malde in a gro-.up or

~1 j organizAational context, especially wheun certaini antecedent group)

characteristics are presont.

AbravAmn bcen-zvi, in a aeries of articles (1t976, t1)76-77, 1977.

-%T),callenges the pe rceptual Sc hool of the individual mnodel of

intrlligence failurc (as exemplified by Wohistetter. 1962; Whaly. 79

Je-rvis. 1968:g and George and Smoke, 1974) As beitig monistic and

U4 seft enttirely on hindiigltt, offeriag "t% stuggeitAions for predlictingV or

p reventini, sduVroita attacks" (ie-n-zvi, 1976: 1$83). lie propuses* (19ý74;

* t4ot~c I surprise. Uu~, :LA ~ O vu)I Ai

The ihit'tilt stte.II.pervoiveo somet iafiormta~ott zaboklt thoo

oboerved state. A. 44 "inheretttly valid" -- nztnwy thaiao "tlitnemttiwt

andch cteistcswhich are b3eyondu the ability- of State A to control and

tiataiup4ttle. Usikng this latormttwoii. State t3 as~siState ' I possiible

C0QSCSof itctiott (ainp ioa4 f posstbilitivio') -Ati infro State Aso

4C~441eot~st ("ss'?tttitls oX atUAItie"). The 401uaptitnis of

possblait)Ucs are the sitraatvgiv atid tat'tieal "exptictt and itlplieit

. .. bbo tc ttnthiots nd rgjumtstacwe tntdcr w4dit

Stato A would zitdkle§ Asstiutptiouc of act~hisare the sctrategic

and tactieal assuntptioatl that htave bccatite "raiii thie eyesa of tht

obsorving statet" (1976: 181 -4).
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Based on his analysis of several cases of strategic surprise

and intelli,;ence failure, Ben- zvi argues that "in each cs... tactical
indicators of the impending attack did exist -- but they simply did not bear

SIout the strategic assurrptions about the intent and capability behind them"

R, (1976: 394). However, decisionnmakers tend to "give priority to the

strategic assumptions of possibilities over the tactical assumptions of

actualities" and to attr~butc their own line of reasoning to the enemy

so that accurate tactical indicators are ignored. Ben-zvi's main con-

clusion (1976: 395; 1976-77: 90-01; 1978: 43) is that tactical field

information needs to be evaluated independently of a prior strategic

* CIassumptions (which inevitably reflect the top policymnakers stereotypic

and tusually erroneous image of the enemy) and that tactical ýctnalities
should be weighted more heavily when they nary with the assmptions

I• of strategic possibilities.

In other words. Hen-zvi sees the perceptual filter of top decision-

M akers as the primary f:ctor in the preference for strategic assmrptioms.

These perceptions are particularly important when decisions are made

at the top tinder hightsa ambigtous an4d uncertain ronditions (tOOh-Avi.

1978: 4Z). However. he views these misperceptions .s only one faetor

"i'n a% complex pieture of ineffiviency, inconuistency and gluggishness"

(1976-77: 4_0) with a variety of dimenitons: burvaucratic, organi4atioal.1 ~ ~~technical, oit.ctos and political, which combineo to suippress or

atttente tactical informatiou. In lieu of the single-fator perceptual

theory, Boa-avi (1976-77, 90) reonunewads a framework that eneonipane

"the inultittido of intarwoven factors, diineaslws gand sitages that con-

stituto the process by which ations con-e to grips with thravtioning

situAtihn.* He also urawsa , lhvorctirul iaccuunt widtch dPeAt With the

lag

-J - -; - - ~ --
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"post-pttrcetual pha. us of %trmtcgic surprise -- thu fprullvt)1 that

takes4 place a~fter the threat is recognized. One ex-Arniple it the ntleded

anaysi ofstatepl wurprisaas as "1trigger even-sts" which produce

2 I ~~dr.a;tic chns in perceptions (1978: 39). Thu. , far in-z tt

{ Ili' failurc to correctly appra~ise State A'm te~wchncl ca~pabilities, as in

the U.S. faihi.re to appreciate the aerial torptido capability of Japan

Iprior to lPearl Harbor or the I., raci failure to for*Isoc 11gyptian anti'-

tank tacticsz, may contribute as much to tsurprt as theo iisperceptIons

Iof the top 14leadrship. flen-zvi (1976-97: 86) considers such factorsi as

;'KIntorr'.%. (1 9 i,4) ''techidval surprise, "i. c. *failure. to detect technlical

or loi istic: vcapabilities, an httiportArtt cota ribtitor- to itlign failure.

btt wt ilt c-me. Tableý 4. 8 Nutnitfl~ri~et2 the ;'rru~fae-tors

11cn-zVI idetifieso it hlis% analy7se of se-vcral e;ases~ of in1teligeiveo failurd

I and stratogic mturprit~e. l4%V%'t'.r Ile tIude nut attveanpt to detertixitt the

reasonts wVhy thL-5e (at-turs iaontatiflte4 conttritn..te to faluve and -%tut-

timea do notý i.e.. flwo-tvi's frameor zetdsn ecito

procosti. It identities posibille vudnerahilities ta~ 44 ils to výpecify how

onte iiight de-tvrvninc which are. in far~t, ikely to fail. Clearly, cttvI

sees u'gant~tieal ptholugieli (sauch as theUt ay- prtihibition ita

c~tinatun n te Ofie o$ ~v4Intllienc d~htgPearl ta4rhar) A* A

11V~jti? itltpcthttttttt to av-vurate tactical tl4cw.

It hears rentenittering, however. tha,:t Knorr (p. -616!)
eprvdificlly defiined "teaelsurrj~ise" a;1i "net uaitpail* 0wt
th (att41yst' sO pret-alk:nft beit tif le.~uttot.~ .e thet an.:lydt

corecty prccvetthe Otitvt*W'i itateittiwttas W~t iti wrung Abotit siome
enemy teehttW-Al capaloility. lýen.-i SCo hetr se ma 40
iratthizenit with Wihjctrs('it '-)cneaiept oi t#3rhnlcal stiopnifi

a~ oe iure tatlerto ruteprpin.
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Table 4. 8. Strategic and Tactical Factors in Iutelligence Yallure
(Bel- Zvi)

Errors of
Strategic Yorn Kippur
Ass umtionsi .+arbarrosa Pearl Harbor War

Enemy's Modus Oprndi x

Enemy's Willingnes to
Accept Risks x x

Encmy's Capaibill.Iiis x x x

Enemy's Major Conccrns z

Tactical Vr..hlern-

Organizational Pathologies x x

Equipment Vulnerabilitios x x

Lack of Eupeience K

-llexibility of Procedurcs x

S i •$ervue tUvalrie•

x K

C11i

•+I..



Gieit:;-vF'hg piino tile ;liility or tactical intelligence

Vto inter cntnny intentions, it is worth noting how lit thinks tisis(oe

Fur o%-ample, hie writeps (1976: 387):

!cstnalliLnc imminent i11)j'Ct~iý to ?flOt

%tht one inte rprrtat 1(41, tlit;rc 44.d etimorg&'d,
fM VictlC1il y within i th- lower 4 net midldle twuelions of
miltitary intelligen~e, a coher~int and v larn'iing

I ~~picturr -whic~h caller! for vigilane:. 0h tacticl
Ipe r,:ptiot Oj dangezr wvas the! outcomei of a con-

L~ntOQS )1Jtl. trcnxgh which tnAny picecft of
I ititomuntaon we-re pionc2d together tou form A
1 J fliMhR~tt:ig whola . . tlic p re ~ itcu of confltttflag

I t t flflj9 di d 11i! nt tohttmý.t;.lUtýt 0; elitfli[%At#? thc Vecov4ntt
Iwznmiming ,figr.Als .

J Il~tn-Žvj' Oinitot of ''pievin' .o:wetlvr" eontr~mEt±lit rp ywithi tto

r;Attttr low opinion of tho ttJjg-s4 wv or "tvtmo~dc4i muttthod hel fby other

Auily~ite. of ittetlijgoace (e.g~..*Wi&tn t960: h; vaa 94

ttaa±'ld Wilcntizky (14) AppT ne!i'n failure- fruti4 an

or~4tat~fl4 ~mrtwttrepeaapeeivc Ho deftacit (p. kw) iatetltgertel

fa U t4w a i *"tld !u4rAlty te ntuiter the Oai tligotne nideded for ~eest

vuri"ttI~t uf .4~ILd16t1gM . . thLe roje%54nt jttfo3Vltati~oft isa not- in

the avgn~atost I ystm & 4kru o h lack of appopiiof'4tC ;i4VA'

* CUV~i M4s nalysis or 4UCh X4hitcs r tfihat- the: tiattituttt4$a

iecacrzaot toa StCtdiuranC. lltti 4ad Jaaio atiA Mata.t& Witeaslky donz not

Liftidettt4a psycholoagy 0srdestdcsd t5 a largter eaateXt.

Wileaa~y atoto- Q4. 'slit) that iatctlipaiwio agvaeie;ý 4ro di~ractcdriia

by largo oieao. oxtdaziive 1 Llaio.enrIlodt~~~a4



heterogeneity of membership and goals. This structure dictates heavy

reliance on experts and highly compartmentalized efforts. These

characteristics introduce sources of failure which are structural,

doctrinal, or related to specific approaches to problems. He writes

(p. 42):

Intelligence failures are rooted in structural
problems that cannot be fully solved; they express
universal dilemmas of organizational life that can,
however, be resolved in various ways at various
costs. In all complex social systems, hierarchy,
specialization, and centralization are major sources
of distortion and blockage of intelligence.

Other fact ors which affect the quality of intelligence are:

prevailing concepts of intelligence in the organization, the problems

being solved, the organization's stage of growth, and the contexts

(economic, political, cultural) of the problem. Wilensky discusses

each of these factors in detail; they are summarized in Chart 4. 1.

Hierarchy. While necessary for organizational control,

M hierarchy facilitates and reinforces concealment and misrepresentation

of information. "Bad" news tends not to floA upward, especially if it

reflects upon the evaluations of those who would convey it. Conversely,

hierarchy permits low-level information and personnel to be ignored

: I easily by the higher levels. Hierarchies inhibit innovation, narrow

the range of communicated ideas, foster defensive cliques, and self-

serving coalitions. Wilensky notes (p, 46) the operation in hierarchies

of what Peter and Hull (1969) term the Peter Principle: that successful

experts tend to be promoted beyond their sphere of competence, their

talents are thus missed at lower levels and misapplied or irrelevant

at their new, higher position.
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V ~CHART 4.1
XRoota of intelligence Failure, Typical E-ffects, and Organiz-ational Delersses

ROOT 01 I'ALUR MAI 11'1'I.TSON N'E5LLIGEtNCE ORGANIZATIONAL DEFE'INSE.S AGAINST1.~~. - ~INFOR5MATIION I'ATHIOG

Structural atirsibulcs that maxitnizv dil-
fort ion and blockage

Many ranks in hierarchy, emphasis Bl()(ks upward communication. Tcamn or proiect organization.
on rank in Style and symbolism. More effort to create organization mnen linvestigation and ir-spection machinery.

A tal pramd nrroingshaply via loyalty criteria in recruitment, in- Communicate out of channels.

at the top, providing long pro- 1 doctrinlation, etc. Rely on informned outsiders. Diversify
motio laders or afew. Kev 1 s expvrts in their "'place" (subordi. chan-tels.

nate, isolated). Develop generil advisors at thte top.
Lbur hierarchy cases intern-I con- Accent rxrtsuasicn, manipulation inl ad-

trol, motivates hard work.) ministritive sye

Great specialization and intcrdlepart' Parochialiism-much irrelevant or mis- Recruit ma.'agc'.s from staff.

mental rivalry. leading information. Rotation.
A large funumber of organizational Expert too distant from policy. Confecrences f diverse specdalists (but

units involved. Agreed-on estimates conceal Strong dis. avoid ecinscisisail judg~inlc'n or agree.
Spe.cialization on geographical sent, obscure issues atsd alternatives. trient by exl~sostion).

basis. [B~ut specialization incre'.sses effi- Career lis - fr'om field to headquarters.
ciency in knowledge production Examine muliPtjpe sources firsthand.
and if probleni of upwaid -ons- Entcourage ci.. stru .tive rivalry.
niunication can be solved (see Create liaison giouLPS (e.g&, between re-
ltier'*.hy) , rivalry makes top Search and ilevelopmetsn).
alert to diverse petspectivcs.]

"Overccrstralizcd' intelligence. Top out( of touch, too overloaded. [B~ut if Develop itnterpretive skil, intcerate col-

intelligence is scattered, thý- cysfutnc. lection andl evalu:'tio's at every point
tions (if hir;rcircy and specialization v.+cre im~ora'-a dcis os are rmade.
are niaximiredi Strike balansce, lcpetclidnsg 00Pupoc

Expert with data too distant fruom policy

After mnove away frsom deccnicrdization,
j ~utiill-d ctmsetssuol judgmnstt fosters in.

zelligence fantasies, gives illusion ot
reliable information.

Doctrines thal maxiiniz& distortion and
blockage' (e.q.. mnisleading di~chotomies)

"Facts' to "fill in gaps" vs. "evaluated Collection '1cpt subordinate and separate Develop interpretive skills and staff.
facts' or 'tlcptttio''ftinO iiite rinci.0 coi. 1: ' prts excI sded Set up study cctuli~ o (Cgt,.,Roa

'iitints policy ileliber,itions. Pathsologies Cotssmi.%sioti.), review board~s, with
of spe-cialization and hierarchy maxi- men of independent raind arid statutre.

nsizcd.
Miire rcerstits wvho ire raiw cttspiticists, o:

conventjional basckst p pets.''
Miote. o ifitisiteiltlrmalki-iw ( resistaince to

new ideas, unfamniliar questions, out.
sitters plums exagg~erated belief in prac.

tical experience).

"Intelligensce" C "infornmations gather- Fauct-gatltering atttacts niaive realhists with llotegrtcut research andi operations.
ing"ri "rewmurcl") vs. "toperationls" "caek iiiterlrcrivc' abilities. Secte:t isper. Accent r'evarch.

(c landestinue oiperat ions) . iitio ns at t rau avetttu rets-u nrcliablc', Ruotation.
hard to control. Mike sectret agencies accisunt~ible to com.

peteist (strong, indepcndcost atuthor-

ity'. Rec trict clanudest ine action.
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Chart 4. 1. (continued)

"Overt" vs. "covert" intelligence. Accent on secrecy ) necessitats loyalty. Make full use of overt sources. Minimize
The notion that secret sources are security systems (recruit cautious loyalty-security criteria, use only for

"superior, mediocrities) and seg.egation of oper- very sensitive positions, when clear
The "right to know" (vs. execu- ations from research (breakdown in danger, with due process.

tve privacy in decision process communitation) ; ( 2) impairs critical Avoid invasion of employee privacy.
and accountability for effects). judgment, dulls sense of relevance, Use institutionalized adversary proce.

blinds executive to superior open dures or equivalents.
sources; (3) creates poor conditions Perform competitively (spying on rivals
for intellectual work, blocks recruit- unnecessary); with efficient innova-
ment of independent-minded experts, tion, loss of secrets not costly,
top scholars; (4) can demoralize an Insure media competition and diversity.
organization. Individual access to defensive publicity.

Even good information if gathered by
secret means is treacherous or un-
usable; could be enemy plant or work
of double agent.

Debilitating, punishing publicity and
crisis journalism. Blocks private ex-
Fiession of unpopular views.

N Prtdiction or estimate vs. analysis and Prediction inappropriate where identity Train executives in uses and limits of
orientation. of enemy is unclear, organizational experts in various fields.

goals Mbiguous or conflicting, policy Recruit beti.zr-irained csperts, who will
alternatives poorly defined. Boss asks limit claims and maintain professiond
the ihrpossible, expert wastes time. autonomy.

Demand for short, speedy journalistic Invest more in general orienting analys.s.
estimates of future diverts expert.
from proper work.

Failure of short-run predictions rein.
forces anti-intellectualism. "Cry wolf

syndrome."

2T'pe's of problems and processe that
• iaximize distortion and blhkcga

Decision is not urgent, but involves More time and motie to search for infor- See defenses against structural and doc.
heavy costs, great risks or uncer- mation but more weight for .tab- trinal roots of failure, above.

taint)', and significant changes in lished policy and vested interests.
goals and methods. Policy discussion is more formal, rank.

-s oriented. (I.e., distortions of hierarchy,
rivalry mote prominent; doctrine ac-
centing "facts to fill in gaps" more sali-
ent.) More chance for paralyzing
delays? More chance for building case
to confirm mistaken in-group precon.¢eptions?

Problems are those of estiablished or. Policy discussiut is more formal, rank. See above
ganization with slow growth rate, oriented.
"stable" environment.

Ficquent, institutionalic'd succession Bias toward continuity of established See above

(i.e., no succession crises), policy, official prejudice.
- Short titne pets.tive.
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Wilensky notes sevf-ra1 defenses againist the hiejrarchical effects

I Ion intelligence: use of ad hioc tcartis or task forces, communications

out of channels, special advisors at the top, etc. (see Chart 4. 1). H~ow-

ever, each of these mechanisms introduces new problems at the same

time th~at it solves hicrarchical problems. For example, task forces

I- are outside normal chains of command (th-us hard to control. and

ambiguous in authority), informal (thus difficult to command or fit
into institutional niches), with diffuse sources and channels of infor-

mation (thus difficult to censor or mnonitor). They also tend to

institutionalize themselves and thus sacrifice somic or all of their

advanitages while shedding somec of their disadvantages.

§petahzation. Spec iali. .at !on, according to Wilensky, abets

rivalies-ad restrictions on information flow. Subunits of the organiza-

tion become ",luardia' rsl of their particular oilýsiun, skillzj, ýturxlardzj,

1 sources. etc. Loyalty and sccrcŽcy interfere with rapid flow of intelligence

to areas Mhr ti edd Wilensky notes (p. 48-9) that "the hitstory

A. of intelligence failures . . . hints that the foreign office, the military,

and the intelligence agtmcies seldom if ever form an effective three-w"y

-cornimunication network. "However, the major pruhlom with ttpecialiý4-

tion, according to XWilensky. 1is prhiuO4,4si - hi prAu c tiu ~f

misleading or irrelevant information too remote frort the wieedts oi LOwI intelligence consun r.

There cire further problemis inhorenit io the solition- Wilvittsy

proloesto spe ializatiori patlaulgic-. For tpe he iostteriag. of
constructive rivalric su~ees hattikyadIOra~1 t 4

ill ttitutionalized speci~alista. "Nrtultiple advocacy" (George. 1971) haa



been recommended as an Institutional alternative to specialists that

would produce a balanced, open debate, subjecti.ng the assumptions of

all the experts to examination and question. However, Betts (1978. 76)

notes that such mechanisms are usually found in organizations

(c. f. , Steinbrunor's (1974: 129) "uncommitted thinker") and may add

arnPigulty rather than reduce it while providing "an aura of empirical

respectability"t which allows the leader to choose policies according to

predisposition. Rivalries may also lead to unresolvable differencesI and paralysis.

Arecent effort by the U. S. Intelligence Community to structure

rivalry into the estimation of Soviet object-ves, the so-called Team A-

Team B exercise was seen by Congress (see Senzkte Select Committee.

1978) as being "not desirable," since the rival B3 Team had a predetermined

outo)ok on the issue. (The Select Committee urgod continued use of out-

side expert reviews however.) Fturthor. the character of the rivalry was

ony ooel mn-tre anteterchanges between the Teams tended

to be son-ewhat unfair and inconclusive. Finally, detipito this attempt

to broaden the outlook on tho Issue. the range of questions addressed by

the Teams ;And scope of thai46 conevras remainod too narrow itnd parochial

acording to, the Commi1ttee to clearly illuminate Soviet objectives.

Another consoquencte of defe"'Ing againsit setialization is the

rodundatncy that may retiult. Overlapping respouaibilltiko mt:Ay over-

C0411mit limitod rtesoarceia. or ttisallokcate themt. Convoerely. it rival

groupo s tcsitly tihare rosonsibilitieti, each may fsilently anud u-n-

officially conctl the fileW to the other. leaving unnoticed gapu in the

intallignce coverage,.
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Ono particulara conclusioni oi tijw(ciailivation w.hich WilenJ~ky

reaches~ (). 5~5) is espect.Ially interesting in view of the org-inimition

of U. S. Intelligcnce efforts, naimely that ttlr..'eIige.nce fa-ilures are

Mriost if location (gorpi pcaiation] is emphasized."*

Wilonsky supports this conclusio~n by noting that ge'og raphic: specializa-

I; Lion: 1) depends on arbitr,-ry political boundaries, while good intciligence

focuses on problems and di sciplilA(5~. 2) overciatbo rates ad ini trative

[ aparatus and inhibits resourvo, transfers, 3) dili~tte sca rce technical

staff and enourages dunlieation, anni 4) leaves iuteiligence in less

able ha~nds. Since both the U.S. StaLe IDepartment zand the U.S. Central

Intelligence Agency are largely organized ott regional bases. Wiiensky's

-imarks pare rticialarly provocative.

COIL txtljzAtioVi. Wile nsky is highly C ritiecal of Ccn( r.itlization as

panacea for intelli!eaw failuire (p. S8): "too few officials and onperts

with~ too little accurate and rolevvAnt inform-ttion are too far out of touch

%nd too overloaded tu funetionA offoc'ively." He llstsi sevora~l probleirs

with cenralization: 1) d-Ata coleetion too rtzmota from policy usage.

~)comionsus obitimwateo cdweAl strong ditigreomento- And divers: opitidoni.

3) eutpotktion for svarco reeottrceo 4ad porsonnel bvtwvcet% voutar attd

periphvral agenviesi. 4) fotoro an illobsioo of liazbilitv iand .-ecurity

zzzz~~an 41W vu'eal fautaios At tho top. WilorAsky ofiersi %everal o-xampleti

14e~. US. Fo re tt So rviceý ) of orgat-i~aiuai with widely tihared othoo

which canit operite oa4e4efectively witltout falling prey to the

Ptoblemoi of ltiorar.ey and4 spvitaetiti~. TIhi~i gewordly its polaotie

within "rganixatiowa with 4 dinglf*. osbtae goat. n~n t mre

dregoalsa 4Are less ablo to t~e-talilae.



Doctrines of Intelligence. The concepts held by the producers

and consumers of intelligence on what intelligence is ant; how it should

be used condition their relation and the quality of intelligence. Wilensky

notes several views on intelligence all-eady summarized above as con-

tributing to intelligci~ce failure, viz., Wasserman's (1960) "naive

realism" and 1-ilsman's (1956) anti-intellectualism reflect a belief in

"facts" which speak for themselves; suspicion of analysis, interpretation,

or estimation; and an exaggerati'd belie~f in the value of "practical"

experience. The consequences of these views are to weaken analytic

elernents, to attract "fact-gatherors," and to inhibit creativity. These

views also lead to a simple,-minded demand for predictive estimates of

what the facts hold in store for the future, rather than a view of the

future as contingent and dependent on a variety of forces which may

change and fluctuate. The consequent failures of inappropriate efforts

at prediction (or the more app~ropriate defensive hedging) reinforce

the. atAI-Intellucttwlismi of consumers.

The necessary security surrounding intelligence work tends to

be exaggtrated an4 extended, according to Wilonaky (p. 67), so that

secret sour,;ts tieem more valid and inf-allible than open sources:

'rho more tievrecy, the smaller the intoeligent
audieucv, the less systemnatic the distrithution
and indeizing of research. the greater the
anonymtity of authorfship, and the m-"re intolerant
the 4ttIt%&dO toward deviant views and styles of
life.

Thorse problemsw wore examined above in Soction Three u~nder "The

Ultra Syndrotnw.

As with Wilensky'ti other roecomsmendat ions, the defenses0 he

affora against thi- puthologies ot' lntvlligienvo doetrines bear couts as
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well as benefits. For example, he recommends an investment in

"general orienting analyses" as a defense against the emphasis on

i. predictive estimation. Overly general "surveys" tend to be subject to

parochialism and unneeded encyclopedism.

Allison

Graham T. Allison, in his book] Essence of Decision (1971), uses

Wohlistetter's (1960) research on Pearl Harbor to illustrate the

1 "organizational process paradigm" of governmental decision.-making.

Like Ben-zvi (1976-77) and Whaley (1973), Allison is willing to use

- Wohlstetter's historical analysis without accepting her fheory of

intelligence failure. Instead of explicating the Pearl Harbor disaster as

due to the blinding effects on perceptions of noise and wishful thinking,

L as does Wohlstetter, Allison outlines the failure as resulting from the

standard operating procedures and routines of government organizations.

14The basic unit of analysis in Allison's model is the output of

govern-nental organizations. Historical events are composed of actions

taken by organizations. Leaders must operate within the constraints

posed by existing organizational routines and present physical

capabilities. Organizational outputs shape the situation and the leaders'

choices by raising the problem, providing the information and taking

pagWhile in these paragraphs we term the organizational process
aradigni "Allison's model, " this is for shorthand purposes only.

Allison outlines three models of governmontal decision-making (as
desc'ribed at the introduction of this section) and niakes clear that
l he espouses nonv to the exclusion of the others. Indeed, Allison's
main point is that there exist several competing models of docision-
-m1aking which all have some validity and explanatory power.
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initial steps that color the issue; in a sense "pro-deciding" the outcome

for the decisionmaker. The options open to the leader are narrowly

limited by the ways various involved organizations are able to

function.

This model explains intelligence failures as being a consequence

of the programmed character of organizational activity and the limitations

imposed by pre-established routines on how organizations view problems

and enact solutions. Problems are dealt with by the subunit most con-

cerned in terms of the constraints it takes to be most important, which

permits conflicts among organizational constraints to persist. The sub-

unit evolves routines and standard operating procedures (or SOPs) to

cope reliably with the problems that it defines to be its province. These

SOPs are intended to be simple, unambiguous, and slow to change. They

1 5The organizational analysis of intelligence failure would be in-
complete without reference to the general literature (both s,:rious and
serio-comic) on bureaucracy and its pathologies. For ex.-mple, Downs
(1967) addresses the biases common to all bureaucrats (e. g., information
favorable to oneself is exaggerated as it is passed upwards while un-
favorable information is minirmized), the behavior of organizations (e.g.,
the greater the effort made to control subordinates, the greater the
efforts of subordinates to evade control), and communications (e.g the
quantity and detail of reporting required rises steadily over time, regard-
less of the amount or nature of activity m-onitored). Parkinson (t957) notes
the tendency of work to expand "so as to fill the time available for its
completion," and the tendency of incompetence and jealousy to paralyze
an organizational hierarchy. The prevalence, nay universality, of
incompetence in high places is argued by Peter and Hull, who claim
that "in a hierarchy every employee tends to rise to his level of incom-
petence." Gall (1975), building on these predecessors, writes that
"Any large system is going to be operating most of the time In failure
mode, " that "a system can fail in an infinite number of ways," and that
"the mode of failure of a complex system cannot ordinarily be predicted
from its structure." Consequently, "the crucial variables are discovered
by accident."
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H:t

tendt to het c rt'atld to (teal with L14! impo)rtant. cltasst. s tot problemts, tile

s~ubunlit faces daily and consequently they accept a limitad range (if

impacts, permit only certain processes, And definle s-)cclfic outputs.

The net result Alli son te rms a "prog rams "a set of rehea rsed SOPs

for producing specific actions. Consequently, the best, explanation of

I an organization's future action is its presont action, what its programs

I-Allow it to do now. Alison uses this model to s~how. that Pearl I-l rbor

resulted fronm behavior on Uocernber 7 th At was virtually iduettical to

previous behavior, i. e. , the government programts were opt rattag

accordin to ighly rigid and inappropriate routines.

LVca~us tt SOPs arc daesigned to h4Lnidlo standard (I. r. * counmon)

s itu~ations, programs (or comlple.,ces of SOý-s) fit a curreýnt problem

app roximzttcly, dveptinting on how common the problcti is, and prug ram~s
I are ch~-osent which stei to be -Iumcslt int 4p~roxitt4aLiual fur the rbe

1at hatid. Thus, becauset the. Armiy in Itawdii had institutioliAlly solved

Lthe problem of siabotage, when warned on Z7 November to expect

"hostile ACtivities" (by Which was mean1t attack' frOnt wi41out), the Army

instituted tht- programn (cruntersabotage) wihich it felt ;ippr-opriately fit

theý pt''le610n. The avakila*ble toltltionte defitled thev tein ofth

problem. flec~ause the competition on Army reniukrcoll prior to PN40

Itarbor rule-d ouit at% e-ýtoansive akir defor%*e or anti-airvrtit ptrsgratt.

th~e problem could not be defined in, those terrmst.

ITheo exiteueeco of suttcessiful SOPs and prograrts thwartsý efforta

to modtify the. otrg4tiiaatiuat's bt-havior. oild programs rreskt chattge and

inc~orporate new routlnesi into thnHle .Having claborzatoly "soulved

1.Oth subversiveo anid saboUtý; problem the Army waa unabilo to devolop a*

currentt esitimation capability in Oth Far Ea:-z ao knVar.-aetOe bY the Chtief

1. ~of Staff ins May 1940. 1the expansions oif 1IortioSIC1 intvnded tu supply
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estimators instead led to the expansion of anti-subversion efforts and

the estimate function was rudimentary on December?7.

The organizational emphasis on solving c'lnrnon and routine

problems leads to the institutionalization and uktinmate disregard of

long-range planning. As far back as 1936 war P amcs in Hawaii

postulated a Japanese air attack on Pearl Harbvor a.nd an Army anti-

aircraft defense against such attack. But actual operations and

training proceeded Independently of this planning exercise and Army

units were unprepared and unequipped to carry out these Army plans.

The Navy air elenaerts in Hawaii were assigned two wartime

missions: to attack Japantse mandated islands, and carry out 1
reconna-issance of enemy activities. Shortage of aircraft made

preparation for both missions ismpossible so only the first was con- 1

ducted seriously. avoiding 1wrd choices among goals and sequential

goal seeking. Consequently, reconnaissance was never adequate and

tended to be totally abspnt during weehkendi.

The prepotency of the goal of oganir.tiuaal umaintenanve and

rivasianc.e to "poaching" by othe-r age~ncies led the Na%.y War Pl;*ns

tisont res-ist offorts by th&) Mfice of Naval latelligence totun

* I itaercepted Japanv~o signlal into otitimates of intontions. Bleing the

Aldor and more powerf'ul ageonvy Plans won the day although it lacked

§ Ithe peraoutiol and oxpertitie to perfurm the. function adoqu.itvly.

The tentlency of organiutio to peeeo an 0'o4t

prolomti only in termsi of the routineI. and prugrams it hao available

"toansx that the interaction of two ogairtifinu iti 14ruely limited to

whatever progrants thoy havo creatted to mi lnaizt auch lir~on. As the



situation leading to December 7 worsened, despite Washington's

warnings and assumptions of Arrmy-N.-.vy teamwork in Hawaii, the two

services in the Islands were not exchanging Information or intelligence

(the Army'. chief intelligence officer had none of the most informative

intelligenco available to Navy cryptographers, nor was he allowed to

have it had he even known of its cxistence), both services had their own

differing estimates of what the Japanese were planiting, each service

had its own emergenicy plans which were poorly linked to the plans of

the other. Even in Washington the servtci~t could not agree what to tell

the theater commzanders, how to word that Information. what situations

w~traned n aert orthelevel of alert that would be appropriate.

ch~anging and focus Icmn rbt9ai-d infurmation into eitn

programs. tends to comtplement Steinbruner's (1974) model of "g~rooved

thinking" and Janils and Mtann's (1977) ana-lytiis of the "defensivt avoidance"

by top decistonmatl:ers and the role of "tindguaIdt played by top-levtl

advisors. That is, the reluctance of the top leadership to make their

fiears and eoncerns widely known reinforce the organizAtional tendency

to treat a steadily woraeintig stuation as merely ruutiao and to respond

with llii4dtd and ioisceqa.ate progrartts teo inreAsiizly throateng eets

wl-ivh tendsi in turn to roasoure the loadera that their convrns, are

roally grouridleaki. At both the leadertihip level And within the orgaat~a-

tion there is a tendeney to swiidy reduco uncertainity. in the former

eae y %!ogiitivo d~efe-s, In tho lattor catio by tpplyiag aproximtteit

410tutions Wn the forti of SCPs zanl program~s, whieh proieluooe 4detuate

ak"Isi*of the aig~nAlt which otight hiert at An enemyli toteCioa".
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The Bureaucratic Politics Model of Intelighence F~ailure

You can't believe everything in intelligence
reports.

Josef Stalin, 1941

0 true believers, take your necessary
precautions against your enemies.

The Koran

The central unit of analysis in this model is the bureaucratic actor,

i.e., that set of individuals who represent a particular bureau or govern-

r -ionta~l agency during action on a particular decision. As elaborated by

Allison (1971) and Halperin (1974) this model assumes that governinontalV decisions are the result of a bargaining process (or "game") between

actors with different goals, courses of action, and consequences. Decisions

i.merge from this conflict and decision-making is ultimately a process of

building consensus on key issues among competing bureaus from con-

flicting information.

Actora enter the decision-makiuig process. with different intereiti.

(stakes"). Variations in bureaucratic pressures andi cupabilitioli (deoti,

lin-~s. budgets, channels- of influence. aet.) 4ffect the way the actors

perceive the issueo. 'rho consensus building pr(ecoas depeids on the0 amtkuxt

of power the various actors bring to bear an the issue. The actor*'

pusitioma constrain thern to particular "action- ehamw-teh (regularizod meisno

{ ~~of taking spcfcaction on specific kinds of issues) which pro-*olect the

actors, dato-mnine the point* at which they can enter the gi;&ie, and which

agencies will play what part in the execution of the decision. The rules

of the ganme (sumre unwritten. tiomo imrt of the law* and regulations that

govern the bureaucracy) determine Istfluenet pathsý (e. 1., *Coitc wiithi
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p the chi-f jvxuctative), power at :.ourcen,, (?. g. (,( Coo ovir c rih41 infor-

I i-nationt), conatrict tho ra ago of dccit~lons, and sanction or prohibit

various actions.

I. ~ ~ I jiaips. While neithcer Allison nor Hlalperin applies th~e

bure;%ucratic politien n-od-al sp'2icifIcally to intv'lllgucnte failurc, both

* outline propositions regarding the implications of this modcl for deejkijn-J melng Thse popoit~ns uggest sevorA ways in which intelligence

est~natio oforery Intentions might 6e. disturbed by the opvratioti of bureau-

Cratic Politics.

jAllIs~on noton (p. 175) that tho burQeaucratic itctor focubes 01n thea

Idecivioin (onpecially thve or 1nion prtoftrre:d by thAt actu t and not on the

total strateg-ic problem. 1.eo.,. players do not focus on what Zh o tratLegiC

analysrtttf k ro""tw pl;Aytrs' prolblemsý arc "b6oth rna ruwsior ;td

thti 2StAt-triiC protdbŽtn" (p. !75). The watluok of thv~bi~a

craie chifs'diffors froum tII,%t of theý, tlicin2 tta ring to Allsn

thio chiefs' convirns are with pre~sorviag optionts zaM loeway trntil -

e ertAfrties 4re retiolved or 4 decision iis nvecessary. Wn;a atotept to

-vt othvr iindiano cornndttted to their views# aMt to rgAin tho et44'il-

'Zhe.ti varying tstataoks o aa;trxztegic proideniti will tend to fotr

cottptitg stitaesof itv~twny iattiea y dth icfreat Inif4ans 411vtvt1'td

* ntegame it ta tetdidey by thecief 6 owth~ eecte of 4fty

-oe estimate, While attermpitag to buJI4dsw $4 ofoit W44 en!u bhiMu A

policy solualtio. rurtherntere. 4onattwptitona for the vIhte4t' a iatdiaasd

time pennltie only limnt-icd attentient t3 any oue Uisin 4aM enratea 4

I~~ ~m tttiSxp ttiot tIhAt -.ctente else Vi1l help with the pirakm' Qo"qu*l

elnattof th# intentzion rstiniAtiun lashL which are brit to onrihas may
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never be done. The competition for time and attention also forces

indians to be more positive and confident about their estimates than is

truly warranted by the internal evidence of their analysis. Chiefs are

thus presented with estimates which are possibly ill-founded but highly

convincing. In turn, chiefs may use the misperceptions of other chiefs

of these estimates to engineer a consensus behind their chosen policy.

This strategy is abetted by the level of miscommunication which the pace
-

and noise of simultaneous bureaucratic games tends to generate. Players

believe they have spoken clearly and that acceptance by others results

from agreement with the arguments they have espoused, rather than

from the arguments the others have heard. Conversely, players believe

they understand what other players have said while they actually under-

stand only what they have heard.

Manipulation. Halperin (1974) discusses howthe manipulation of

information serves the goals of bureaucratic players. Players transmit

imurynation that protects their interests and withhold information that

would impugn their stands or reduce the power of their bureaus. For

example, he writes (p. 145):

Intelligence officials in the various services and
agencies wish to demonstrate that they are doing
a good job and that competing organizations in
the intelligence field are less effective.

DeRivera and Rosenau (1960: 56) note that intelligence agencies

("indians") put a high cost on failure to provide a warning or signal

while consumers of intplligence ("chiefs") put a high cost on false alarms

or falsely reporting a nonexistent signal. The consequence is that chiefs

receive many wvarnings and signals which they treat as nonserious,

intelligence agency hedg1ing. But Halperin implies intelligence agencies
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(arnong others) deliberately manipulate informxation to support their

r
I. stands and defend their stakes in the bureaucratic game. He portrays

intelligence players as serving primarily as lback:3toppers,' providing

the facts and rationale to support decisions already made. He listsf " eleven "maneuvers" commonly used to manipulate information (see

Table 4. 9.), and arguos, in effect, that intelligence players use their

V control over information as a source of power to attain the bureaucratic

goals of the intelligence services.

The Cuban Missile Crisis

• .j The President bears the burden of responsibility.
The advisors may m-iovte on to new advic e.

John F. Kennedy, 1962

L The best test of truth is the power of the thought

to get itself accepted in the competition of the

KI market.

Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr.

."Practical politics consists in ignoring facts.

Henry B. Adams

5, •Allison (1971) applies the bureaucratic politics model to the Cuban

-nissile crisis. His analysis of events leading up to Ldiscovery on

U-2 photography of offensive Soviet missiles shows how political games

J ~may lead to "ntelligence failure.

Whether tLhe Cuban Missile Crisis was a U.S. intelligence failure

(Wohlstetter, 1965), a double intelligence failure (Knorr, 1964), or the

U.S. intelligence community's 'finest hour' (Cline, 1974-75), or none of

these, can all be debated. What cannot be argued is that U.S. intelligence

" uncovered the Soviet missile emplacement well after they had been begun

but well before these bases were operational. The U.S. Government was
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Table 4.9. Information Manipulation Maneuvers (Halperin)

1. Report only those facts that support the stand you
are taking.

2. Structure reporting of information so that senior
participants will see what you want them to see and
no other information.

3. Do not report facts which show dangers or difficulties
in an operation.

4. Prepare a careful and detailed study to present facts
in what appears to be a:n autthoritative manner and to
discover new facts whi~ch may bolster your position.

5. Request a study from those who will give you the
desired conclusions.

6. Keep away from senior participants those who might
report facts one wishes to have suppressed.

7. Expose participants informally to those who hold
correct views.

8. Get other governments to report facts which you
believe will be valuable.

9. Advise other participants on what to say to the
senior participants.

10. Circumvent formal channels.

11. Distort facts if necessary (and if y(,u can get
away with it).
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surprised by what it discovered (n 1 5 October (the NiE' of 19 Septmlber

[", and high officials testifying to Congress and addressing the press said

the Soviets were not and prol ably would not put offensive weapons in

j Cuba) but it was not taken by surprise by a Sovict fait accompli. The

impacts of the various bureaucratic and political games surrounding the

discovery contribute to an understanding of why the missiles came as a

surprise and why they were not detected sooner, but also to an under-

standing of why they were discovered in time to have them removed by

the minimally threatening device of a U.S. naval blockade.

The primary question was why th. Kennedy administration was
I. unready to detect the misJles sooner; that is, why early warnings (prior

to 16 October) that Soviet military efforts might be offensive as well as

defensive tended to find unreceptive and unresponsive audiences. The

" secondary question was why the regular (week~yl U--2 surveillance of

Cuba failed to cover the western end of the island (where the missile

bases were most obvious), that is, why the flights stopped for three

weeks just as these bases were becoming observable.

Partial answers to both questions can be found in political events.

Kennedy had established a clear policy for his presidency of reining in

the Cold Warriors and relaxing tensions between the United States and

the Soviet Union. With the 1962 Congressional lections impending

Cuba was the dominant issue and his policy had come under attack,

forcing Kennedy and hia national security officials to take the positive

stand that the policy lz general was working and in particular the

Soviets were placing only defensive weapons in Cuba (which was. bad

enough for Kennedy but which he saw realistically as both justified and

reasonable given the Bay of Pigs fiasco of the previous year), but not
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offensive weapons (which would demonstrate the Kennedy policy Was not
working and was foolish because the Soviets could not be "trusted").
Further, Kennedy had Khrushchev's assurance that the Russian would not
complicate Kennedy's domestic election problems and would not put
offensive missiles in Cuba. Cuba, Kennedy's bete noir ever since his
ill-considered judgment on the Bay of Pigs invasion, was a sensitive
issue both inside and outside his administration and he realized that
advocates of a harder line against Cuba and Russia had legitimacy and

support that was being exploited politically against him and his party.
Kennedy was thus forced to defend a vulnerable and questionable policy

which had little tangible benefits to show and he chose to do so, typically,
"with vigor," which meant resisting all efforts to shift policy to a block-
ado of Russian aid, an invasion, or worse. The various rumbles, hints,
in•.cators, and signals that the Soviet aid was more than just defonsive
weapons had to be suppressed for the Kennedy policy to proceed.
(Special measures were taken to iosuro that if evidence of offensive
Sweapons did appear the information would be kept in the inner KennedyScirclesv. )The signals would have to he very strong indeed to penetr•,tv

Sthe top chelon because, it true. they would disrupt the central elemnt,

Kennedy's foreign policy and upset the off-year election applecart.
perhaps leading to a Ropublican House. Under the eircumatances it was
easy to attribute the signala and intelligence to perennial cold warrioristm
or Republican efforts to sabotage the Keone.y election strategy. ferential
evidence, no matter how voluminous or well-constructed was too circum-

stantial to challenge this policy. For the intelligence aj. ctieo there wa#
nQ s.take in bucking the White liouase on this issue, to tho contrary, there
were points to hat *:adc in t-Akstoppiga the lihte t0t the Soviet effort in

Cuba wat. defensivo.
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In f.ii rness~, it nitist be notcd that D1)C Jouhn MuCuner' igd as,

early ;.4August th-At ht. Soviets might be preparing to move offensive

n-tissles to Cuba. But McCone was a 'non -prof e ssional, a businossnian

I. with little intelligence or politicatl backg rw~i:d and no expertise on tvut I1

or the y~steries of the Krctmlin. To Sec ret.a riesi Rusk and McNania ra& It

K9 was highly anlikely that the Soviett; would take such a provocative ri~k.

T.) Kennedy, McCone was a suspicious professional atnti -Communist.

Even his standing within the intelligence comminunity lehe aded was

dliluted by McConc'4 amateur stixtus ande his absence frorn ~aslhington

during the cruclztl weeks of September.

Fu rtherniore, the "Idaa in the into.lligence c,,nimunity continued

I to ;4ddres-s the question, of offensive niis-silc:9 despite the cointr'ary stands

of thto "chief5. "While the Kvitnedy adm inistratdion wa-i unreceptive Lo the

tentativo signali. it did n1ct pr,4voit otiivrs4 from ivcstlgating the poit sibility

of offensive weapons. Colonel WVright in DIA noticed unique patterns of

Soviet surface-to-air miisile (SAM) 3iteti which were associated with

offoniAive mis-siles. Na.vy anlyit4 noted the h VU vumure owd t
cargoes (tiugeiating 4otitothing large and bulky lilth missoiles) of Soviet

I lthips ,olo, to Cuba. CIA anaily~its pl refugee titories of Soviet

mlioiloz Aad aiissile crewt. Ott the other hand, the "hard" evidenee of

V - . Pivitog raphy thuin rg ufiaiensve imistleo wao Liking. Furthotiore.

Krowllnalogista made astrong case thzat ompl~Aeemiient at nuelear musslaA

outtsle thio Soviet Uniou would W-e highly uit hareterlsti-e (Prohthly

onIte ;AM the provocative sitp ot placiig then n &t a f r

rlklr tt thati could lI- .txpocted from thoKemlnin. T'Ae V'ennedy

Adi~iti a ation. svonicloly tipprting olfort.- to dovlop volirary
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views, while at the esrne time ignoring those views, could reassui-e

itself and Its critics of its "objectivity."

The story of why the U-2's did not fly from late September until

* the middle of October also fits with the bureaucratic politics model.

After the Soviets shot down Powers' CIA U-2 over Russia, the U.S.

intelligence community was highly sensitive to the physical and political

risks involved in overflights. The stepped-up emplacements of SAMs

in western Cuba increased the risk of a U-2 loss which (1) might force

the President to stop the flights and (2) could ultimately derail the

President's political strategy. The former would decprive the agencies

of their best source of data while the latter would eliminate the President's

confidence in the intelligence chiefs. The agencies were especially

sensitive to these utakes because a U-2 had strayed over Siberia in early

September anflI on 9 S4eptenbter a U.S. U-Z flown by a Nationalist Chinese

was shot down over mainland China. Despite Colonel Wright's hypothesis

and other signals that the SAMs in western Cuba might mean the presence

uf offensive mit-.iles, the risk those SAMs posed to the U-Z s was doomed

too ~reat. there was more at stake than just finding out what might be

going on. The hitelligoncc 0chiefs decided to avoid the western SAM area

and mtiiethe probability of a U-Z loss. When McCone rcturned to

Waohhigtoa the ýVight hypothe,5is received u hearing and on 4 October

tho isuzat qf a western avrflight was raised again. wvith Mo-Cone and CIA

baeking. I tný da""t olzy.50d while the argurnents were mado for and

V~l Agains t U4 fth, Ott 14 October McCout and Wright prevailed and the

U-2 m ie1 detete -to offentsive missiles. The he itaney of those who

opposed riking the U-Z was not unjutitified. howevor; while thc 14

0vtotkr nti~isiott ret ntod satoly. on 2.7 Ovtt~ieor ;&t the height of the
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crisis, Suviet SAMs on the western enld of L-he island shot down a U-2.

f But by then both the physical and political stakes had changed: none of

the players could afford not to have all the recon-naissance information

it w~as possible to obtain, even at the cost of a U-2 and its pilot's life.

Had the chiefs not kept the U-2 s away from the SAMs in late September

and e~arly October, this loss might have come before the missiles them-

selves were detected - - the intclligcnco agencies might have been blinded

until the missile sites were completed and the crisis mih hav eu

with the Soviet fait accompli which would have ruled out the successful

blockade strategy and the Kennedy-Khruslichev negotiations that ended the

crisis.

I a reven

A1louph I-areven (1978) argues that the cause of the Israeli

intelligenco failure in the Yomn Kippur War was the "elisturhe4l hiera rchy1 '

of Israeli intelligence agencies. Ile points (p. 5) to the

*..failure of an entire hierarchical systemn
*..because the interaction between tho

personalities of key officials disrupted its
effective operation ... when officials at
successive levels lack juclgxent, their mnutual
inflkience i.s liable to prodIuce diStturlancet
ratther tN,!in contrul and balance.

7 Fiarvvents analysial, however, goes beyond the -analys1 at the individual

level of, for oxamplu. Ethoredl, (1978), in exztinining how these actors

11 re3ach thoir critical positions and how Cho interactions amnong them lead

ta dtitrbacesof he ntie herarhy.Thee ltte asect ofhis focus

buir.-,u rAtic politi~s mottdol.

Focutiing on Moshe Dayan (Israeli Ntinlste~r o. D~efense in 1973).

Lt. Gene~ral David Elarztr (Chief of Staff), and MiAjor Gioneral Lliahlu
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Ze'ira (Chief of Military Intelligence), Hareven asserts that this

"hierarchy of heroes," all highly successful military commanders, tended

to be overconfident of Israeli intelligence's capability, and the ability of

the Israeli defenses to defeat any attack the Arabs might mount.

Elazar and Zelira were appointed lacking the support of their

superiors: Dayan did not select Elazar, and Ze'ira, who was close to
16

Dayan, was not Elazar's choice for the top intelligence spot. Thus

the chain of intelligence communication which would filter intention

estimates to the Moir cabinet was marked by uneasy personal relations.

Dayan also tended to act as his own intelligence officer and, to some

ii, 1extent, his own chief of staff -- often obtaining "raw" intelligence and

operational data from commanders in the field. However, neither Dayan
nor Elazar attempted to bypass Ze'ira to gain access to all the analyses or

raw reports in the summer and fall of 1973 which might have suggested

to them that the Syrians and Egyptians were planning something unusual.

Hareven writes (p. 14):

apparently the head of Mtitary Intelligence
did not give the Chief of Staff all the data in his
possession; . . the Chief of Staff himself does
not appear to have demanded it. This is a classic
example of the functioning of a "hierarchy of
heroes": (Ze'ira) felt obliged to spare his superior
the trouble of going into detail: (Elazar) relied on
the head of Military Intelligence to tell him all the
salient facts.

* IThe "essence of ,he intelligence failure" (p. 15), according to

Hareven, was the blockage ot the Intelligence hierarchy imposed by

Zo'ira's interpretations and unwillingness to submit different views to

his superiors. At least in part Ze'ira was motivated by his desire

(understandable given his command rather than staff experience) to

161-larevon does not mention it but Dayan did not approve the Ulocttua

* of own boss, Golds Moir (Moir, 1975: 435).
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L p r s~'itt c ~'. r a et hI pet va1la.-tiolus t o hit, ichil'fs, urn tlotideI by the

17
amobiguitier fthArbrality. leira was aware (at least before

I ~t i-s noted frequently that the highly s uccessful milfitary
Corimander is rarely a highly succeisqful intel.-ligence officer. Dixon
(1976) writes of the -widespread abhorrence of intelligence by conimanders
app~arent in military hi3tory:

Indeed it is no exaggeration to s~ay that an
absence of adequate reconnoit.ering, the
refus~al to) believe intelligence reports and
ageneral horror of sp~ying have tended to

keep ouir arrities wrajpped in cocoons of

evensuch catastrophic ignorance.
Evensuchseen-ing exce!ptionls as Greneral William Dono-van (winner of

the Medatl of Htonor in World War I and founder of the U3.S. Office, of
Strategic Services in Worl1d WVa r 11) appear on closer examtiinationi to be
far bcetter organizers and leade rs than atnalysts or estimnators.. Many who

I.recall Churchillt s often VIAlliaint intelligence insights dluring World War
11 forget that lie was; acting as his own intetlligence officer unofficially

K.(and could claim t. rodit for his SUCCOS14Se but wVas not respomi3iblo to any-'. one fo r his e rroci rs) andl was probably as )ften wrong ats righi (cCf. LMc L~clda4,
1969, e. g. , abouL theo cour~se of Lho U-boat war hie w..as wrong kt() cc than%
right ' or Lhitt ill Wo rid War I ho was., officially roýý;pons ibl4! for that
ho r rernflow- intu11igolice and ope tr~tion-Il calarnxty, Lht! inVa4iOu 0i 6iAllipull.
whi2ý; .cost hini hiý; puji~iun aL Lhý: tim~e.

vhe, AUC Cc S s ult iflitary commI~arnlC r takes thet init'.itivfr by going
on the offensive and avoiding the defensive. As Ctausewitz noted. intalligenco,
especially kntowledge of the enemy' s intentions, is crucial to the elefense,
while security (hiding one's plans) is elemnental to the Offen~se. B3eing

')Cfelitldded, SUCCeSSfUl Comm1tianders may de-en hAsize or nieglect
intelligence. Converziely, intelligence officers mzty he relatiely moro
defeOtsive -minded, inatmuch zt3 their rolo is greater unclor tiuch cu1tlitena.

It rnay be that tho t rait3 of the brilliaitt coulaill er: keeni
intuitioll, OAility to lllaIO ill t~tniAtleus~ devisions4. willifigneiia to take
grea-t rizl ks without hesitation, And aupremeslf-oniene ar~e Wholly
in~tplprupriate to the taz4ks of tho init-ltLI utcnc an0-t doo soieS a 10
spiets mray be cot from iinxiir otut:L but gaod iatelligenee ofikers appear
t o be ;A difforent breed. It i%; cortainly no acvidenat that the Prus siata
Staff s yzitoti which sepa rated thyv iftteligeave ad~ertua tf
fttactions from eavh other a,_ well a~i fromi conimantI has enljoyed near

universiAl adoption in armtieza (MIlls tS )
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October) of the risks this course entailed, commenting to a IKnesset

Committee in May 1973 (p. 15):

Of course, the clearer and sharper the
evaluation, if proven to be a mistake -- Chv'.n the
mistake also becomes clear and qharp, but
that is the risk which the head of Military
Intelligence takes.

Hareven characterizes Ze'irals stand as translating the estimation process

into a "game" of "who's best at intelligence evaluations." lie faults

Ze'ira for his unwillingness to admit his (br his agency's) lack of

knowledge, uncertainty, and doubt as to Arab intentions, instead adopting

a commander's posture of decisiveness, c-ilf-conhldence, certainty, and

readiness to be the final judge of Israeli intelligence.

Although Hareven raises but does not answer t1-% question of why

Dayan, who persistently actedi as his own intelligence officer and constantly

~ 1kept personally in touch with the frontline situation, accepted Ze'IrA'4

evaluations in October (especially after auspecting an Ar'ab aittach in

1971 and 1972), such behavior is consistent with the Allisou-11alporin

bureaiucratic politics model. Ze'ira was Dayan's man. iappointod over

the reaervatioua of Ul'tra's direct superior, ZlA?-ar. flAyan. rogardloss

of his reservations 4houta ?.& Irals estimAted had 4 Stake in dofending his

conmiltment to thia man. On his saide, Zo'ir4 'OWed D4YAU at least A

pefnance of duties that would atwisfy 1)ayan's and E144,irs etccAtifns:

to Z ZW44 this meant "clear and sharp" ostimates. Given the. risk of his

inomntu In Zo'ira. 1)4y~an in a seonse umauld Uoqestioning~ hia ow~n

judgmtut It ho questioned ?Ze'ira'# estiu 4eo. whilo Zeta a ikl'

given his corinanderlti chracter. to introduce doubt# iW the mtindsa uf hild

ouporior or his montor. And Ii rovn atiAooo Elarsar As lacking the



- Capacity for curiousity and doubt, (again Lthe attributes of the dynamic

corn::m ndi-'r) tti.tt would have lud him to (jetiontt1 tt'irax or chnllengc his

[ e~stimates. To this we might acid a he3fsaf unwillingnesto h

seen as chaillenging a mninis~ter of defense's protege without Clear justifi-

j cation. Ze'ira apparently provided no openings, for such a challenge,

and I'laza r (who was not lDayan' a choice for chief of staff) conitented him-

self with the status quo. The fact that after the 1,973 war Elazar rept-atedly

V ~cjutstionc'i the validity of the Military Intelligence estimiation process

suggests, that when not restrained by the me~ntor-protege lint- and given

t I an opening, ho was prepared to question zetirass wisdom. In short, while

Zo'ira wvas the ce-ntratl figtire in Lthe failure, Itareven argues; that thle

relationship of Dayan, DtC..tar, and Zetira allowe-d the clrcumi.tAnces to

d1evelo~p Which ledt to failure.
ITo thins we wouldLtIad that DA janlr 4 arw Elatza ri n tarida it Octobe.r

1973 ztnd theilr ~tkwhich would ht: jeoupardized iV thuy 'sougit out

discrepaP'nt signals fromt below, teýnded to mtaintian the unfortunate

Ihierarchy of heroesi ril~tin whichv prevented validl itdicAtors of Arabý

intentiuona from rea,_hing tho top chetlon atid provented the top echelIon

fronm dev-eloping 4 IitoVC comapreheqzsive iricvllgetxeva picture. The

prtducqtiont ov t better b4alacvd ititvlligonce! oitltimAte wouldt- have. c'rried

hca%-y po-litical ctssts fo.r the zthroe Atvtti4 who aloecto ruld haveý dewvanded

Im a ooio HA tttVia attalyy~ii# 4riigg this roview of the literAture

ii ~ jtgefl~ stitt~tin an iatlticoc taurito fu11 circle. r.etttrt'tfltg u41

to 41taWit5 of the imipait tit tudivWidt4l p-orzsoaa-xty W44ittsuc iailurvoo,

the6 themeo copuoosd by Ethervdi~o 1197,10 nutod early W~ this roview. Tho

fiftal pant cflW this StiOft ittcWi to 4ynthesize4 t'he jbd#ntS learRed froma

t",review 4 #d to *ddresSix theo ques:tion tit whether A "thoory" 4~ intetli~euce

4. C~~~ti~lure ti4a lie !on-trtwted i.s heeatdiei



A Theory of Intelligence Failure

A sophinticated theory of intelligence
* . . could be of considerabe service to
the profession both in improving its modes
"of operation, and . . . in protecting it
from excessive demands and from being
tagged with blame for failing to live up to
unreal'.stic expectations.

Klaus Knorr, 1964

The need still remains to convert "post-morterns
of past intelligence performances" into an
operational theory of intealligence.

Abraham fen-zvit 1976

Theories of intelligence are virt'sally

nonexistent.

I i A H. H. Ransom. 1974

Do the numerous analyses of failures to adctquately estiwa.te-1
intentions permit us to synthesiz.e a theory of intelligence failure, As has

been called for repeatedly (e.g.. Knott, 1964: 465-6; Raneom, 1974:

N 144-4: Be--zvi, 1976: 383)? At the vory least, certain oa the "lessons

learnd.i" A revealed by the postmortni;, And the concept ef different

lovels of aa•lysis, as excnqiulified by our trichutomitation cf miod4OL into

individual, oraniational and politicl, strongly imply that an adequ•te

theory willib hiboth inulti-factored (i.e., include several variAl1es) and

Smlti-l1yered (i. e. . include severa! levels of Aggrogation).

A Pt-ssotniwn.d $duotrs of ialthllionle generally arte espiotic

about the possibiity Qf adequate warrnia against surprisei. Th~y also

ha ve onldy litoecd vrpetAtio4? that a theory of iWtlligeace can be explicated

io sufficient dt~ail tu, do utuch toward solving th ielicc falr 'and

surprl~-1 Wttatlirsýonut
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Forf-) examtple, Kxnorr (116)4: 461) a :i -rtq that uurpriue! is not

necessarily inevttat')1 and that it would bo poar*iblo to "Improve tho

'batting average' m ay from .27i to *101." Shilaim (0976: 370) notes

the "intrinsic uncertainty of strategic warning, "but asserts that the

U jfrequency of intulligenco failures mnight be reduced if certaini pre-cautionis

wore observed. Wohilsteottr (1965: 707) writes.; thatt foresight cannot be

guaraniteed but "we catn improve the Ohinco of acting; on sig-nals in time

to avert or nmoderate -a dlisas;ter." In :ontrast, Handel (1976: 7) sees

"little- ch1anco, cleejnito- the av:~ilability of -,ldecuate information, ultra-

sophistizatMcd teChnologtes. and 1dI- ous ffort tnvosted, to pre-vent or

fo retal an imponding sýurprisec attack. "betts (19711: 88) writes that

intvlli-;tnce failures are "ntot only ine-vitatble, they are natertl. O (n the

(Alhor hand, Poiezs-vi (1976: 59S) appears tu boelieve that greater usec of

Ltaciical iutelligence mnti y help to prt .trategic gsurprises, although- hie

isa critical W-)77) of those, wheonspoutxe ocelusively tcchncduoglcl Solutions

to the problemsi. of warning (Attdriole and Young, 1977. aeldena, 1177).

l~eaus eurprise attacks ark: the XIAOst cowspicuous* instaace,ý of Itttefli-

gonce failure.*, they prvvide the ritfor theý m~ajerity of studlea of

i~t~l~gcte iilt~TsthweývLer. ;iuuh (ai~aget ago rarec, though con-

opiettutis and costly. whtereai ather faluros 4 neliene which may be

L-ir more prevalentt and !'e**wti ore cootly in the lung run, riece!ive little

4tteniou. Itoeoe % thieory of ntlge c contructed fromt the literatured

en Ajor fAtI;rc,: 3andk strAtogVk orpriae may~ capturo oni~y a aarrow

swt~nnof ictttelllgcouk- ruaee c'kn a wideor analytic lite-rAturo

on other ty-Poo 01 huttdigeaee failurois. Ws~ QILLm be coPtet itt Lhiscva

thttoly lauclligence~ theoories w-thA fAaraw applicattions area p.4%iible at tlW

ntun at. Sincev ou ~o ~wr io with itimctios of Watgittics, haowevr.



and because the surprise attack seemingly provides the most strenuous

test of the ability of intelligence agencies to perceive the intentions of a

possible opponent (seemingly often failed), the analytic literature may

prove adequate for a tentz.tive theory of the intention estimation aspects

of intelligence failure.

Scholars of intelligence have only limited expectations for the

utility of an intelligence theory at this time; while they seem to urge that

one be developed, they offer little encouragement that it will solve many

problems. The most pessimistic about warning are also the most

pessimistic about the utility of theory.

Ransom (1974: 145) suggests that without theories of intelligence

measures of the effectiveness of intelligence in policy-making may be

impossible to develop, reiterating a similar argument of T.'norr's (1964).

However, Ransom perceivep! many impediments in the path of the theory-

builder (e. g., secrecy, bureaucratic complexity, issues of definition)

and speculates that "possibly it is overly ambitious . . . to call for

theories." A dfcade earlier, Knorr (1964: 155) argued that "historians

and social scientists have developed and are developing skills that should

perivit substantial contributions to the theory . . . of intelligence,"

although he too noted the impediment of secrecy. Knorr suggests the

theory would be informal, fragmentary, and developed from cumulative

14 experience. Some possible uses of such theory he suggests include

distinguishing events in terms of their inherent predictability, assessing

intelligence efficiency, and developing indicators and behavior profiles

of foreign leaders. Shlaim's (1976: 300) views echo Knorr's.

Handel (1976: 9) takes Knorr's assertions one step further,

arguing that scholars have failed "to apply [their] theoretical insights
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and empirical knowledge "to the problems of intelligence failure. He

reasons that the "theory of surprise" being necessarily__x oot facto, has

strong explanatory power, but weak predictive power, and holds little

value for the decision-maker: "even the most refined theory . . . cannot

guarantee against surprise." Similarly, Betts (1978: 6Z) argues that

while descriptive theory of intelligence failures abounds, there is no

normative theory and that the hindsight analyses of failures have produced

no material improvement in intelligence performance.

Ben-zvi (1976: 381-3) also faults existing theories as being hind-

sighted and proposes "an operational theory . . . which will categorize

"the key variables associated with . . . surprise and develop a cluster of

'sophisticated expectations about surprise.' which might reduce failures.

Wohlstctter (1962, 1965) and Jervis (1968) derive safeguards from their

analyses which they suggesl- may help to reduce failures and surprise.

Theory levels. An intelligence theory o' intention estimation w"ill

have'to consider at least three levels of activity. First, the environment

external to the estimating nation, B, includes the background activity of

all world affairs as well as the activity of the hostile nation, A, whose

intentions are B's concern (Handel, 1976; Ben-zvi, 1976). The external

environment creates distractions, noise, as well as signals relevant to

the hostile nation's possitie future behavior. The hostile nation itself and

. allies create noise, signals, and deceptions (noise masquerading as

signal, and vice versa). The activity of this first level cannot be perceived

directly, but many observers and agencies beyond the intelligence services

of a given country monitor and ass.ess it, so that, at least in hindsight,

a variety of perspectives on this level could hypothetically be constructed

as a baseline against which to compare events at the other two levels.
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The second level of activity which intelligence theory must consider

is the conscious, ongoing effort of various official and unofficial agencies

in B to emply their knowledge and information on A to estimate A's

plans, goals, future behavior, and intentions. Perceptual, organizational,

and bureaucratic factors all become involved in this activity. The intellectual

assumptions and cognitive operaLing characteristics of analysts and other

central actors affect how data on A are shaped into estimates. Organiza-

tional relationships, SOPs, communication mechanisms influence the

approach to the problem, the flow of data and other aspects of the business

of requesting, producing, and delivering an estimate. The bureaucratic

politics of the various agencies and actors involved in this business, their

various stakes and stands and the action channels available to them affect

their contribution to the estimation process,

At this second level, the perceptual and organizational factors seem

to be the most immediate and nost tangible influences on the construction

of the estimates. Certainly these are the influences most oflen cited as

responsible for intelligence failures. However, the work of estimation in

the intelligence agencies does not take place in an internal vacuum but

against the backdrop of various ongoing bureaucratic games being fought

out within an intelligence agency, or between agencies, between the

intelligence and the policy levels, or finally, and most typically, between

"differing policy camps. The impact of these bureaucratic fights (which

may or may not be closely related to B's estimates of A's intentions) will

tend to have extremely pervasive but subtle effects on the estimation

business. Such effects are probably difficult to detect except in rare and

blatant cases (e. g., Laird's pressure on CIA to change the SS-9 estimate)

and ar• pirhalis oflctu attributed to pt'rsonality rathetr than plolitics whLCn

"" " uspected.
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The third level of theory then is the internal environment against

SI which intention estimation i-, conducted. This level must treat the

perceptual, organizational, and political factors surrounding the use and

I.i manipulation of intelligence by the policy-makers. Because so much ol

the real business at the policy level is conducted in informal, ad hoc

fashion, with unofficial action channel rules applying, organizational

factors (which emphasize official, bureaucratic rigidities) become less4. -

conspicuous or important. Personalities, perceptions, and politics become

the primary explanatory mechanisms at this final level.

Theory factors. The review of intelligence failures implicates a

wide variety of variables which seem to contribute to faulty estimates of

foreign intentions. H-lowever, the relationships among these variables are

rarely described; single-factor theories are the norm. Some relation-

I ships among several candidate variables are diagramed in Figure 4. 4

(derived from Smart and Vertinsky, 1977: 640). The unit of analysis in

this scheme is the intelligence estimation unit, any intact organized group

°. I estimating intentions. There may be several such groups within an

intelligence agency, and many operating in a nation at any given time.

s uch a unit may range from a single individual to a large team.

Several organizational variables are suggested in the diagram

(Boxes A, B, and C), but these are not exclusive, others (e.g., hierarchy,

4Iorganizational attitudes toward intelligence) could have been included.

We have kept the diagram as schemnatic as possible to demonstrate the

possibility of relating variables to each other and to some dependent

variables. For example, while specialization of estimation units (Box A)

fosters some estirnationi capabilities (e.g., information processing,

Box K) it may reduce the quality of information (Box D) by fostering
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Figure 4. 4. Hypothetical Interrelationships Among Multiple F.actors
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pa re 1hi.li.-,m (WHihtn:iky, 1967). "|o' much spcc i;lization ultim.1tely pro.
cldu:es pr -- 4urcs for centralization (Box 11), btit this tends to complicate

nfomatio processing abilitics and to foster information overload (B3ox

G). On the other hand, c iLtralization may reduce the tendency of policy and

intelligence to be kept sepa-rate (Boy C).

This schematic diagxr'm imiplies sonic rough, tentative relationships

between capabilities (Boxes K and L), estimation pakhologlc.9 (Boxes G, U,

I, and J) and organizational variables (Boxes A, lp, and C). "lhe impact

of these vari;hbles is mhown on two evaluative dimensions (Boxes 1) and E.)

which Oht,tracte rit: the ove rall product (I1ox, F). Note that evert a limited

Schen,.ttic exarnplc such a., this one is comphl.x and spculative. Adding

more factors (e. q. varitbhles frun th,- burcaucr4tic politics tutodtAl) would

only increase th, complexity and uttcert.-nty. At this, point in the develop-

1tz-ilt of 'k t0,.hey ticf iiit ligeace it would geein'to he u~ei*•4 to outline the

simnplest schevnatic concept consistent with the three models of failuro

Sdetscribed above. Figure 4.4 indicates that an effort to capture even some of the

caadidatb variables may be too cumpl•e to be productive. A -toure

promiudng approieh is to fucus on a sniall number of vartables that

.,rv intvleCtu•c lly vf ti-tent "with thv, main ents it'of the siticlo-factor

failure models which ha-'.e pr'edotinztcd. The 4%ext etion OitvEla stuch 4

t, . ,ivety) itfple model.
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SECTION 5

DISAST2R THEORY
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1)[SAS'I.'II'R :IIEOR Y

Small-scale failures can be produced very
rapidly, but large-scale failures can only
be produced if time and resources are
devoted to them.

Barry Turner, 1976

Great blundvrs are often made, like large
ropes, of a multitude of fibres.

Victor Hugo

The Turner Disaster Model

Barry A. Turner, an industrial sociologist at the University of

Exeter, has formulated a model of disasters which is easily extended

to intelligence failures. Borrowing Wilensky's (1967) term, Turner

(i976a, b) characterizes disasters as organizational "failures of fore-

sight" and asserts that they are the product of an "incubation" period

in disaster development. The common causal features of this period

are erroneous assumptions, information handling difficulties, unattended

violations of existing precautions, and a reluctance to fear the worst out-

come. These features lead to operational and procedural errors which

ar'cutnulate unnoticed until a precipitating event produces the disaster

and a degree of cultural collapse. Cultural readjustments after the

disaster allow the ill-structured problem which led to the failure to be

absorbed into the culture in a well-structured form.

Because Turner's disaster model bears closely on such "failures

of foresight" as intelligence disasters, and because it provides a potential

basis for a "theory of intelligence surprise" (Knorr, 1964,- p. 466;

Shlaim, 1976, p. 380), we present it in detail and compare it with

appraiwals of intelligence failure, Later we will apply Turner',s model
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to an intelligence failure example which stemmed from errors in the

estimation of the enemy's intentions. Our aimn Is to use the Turner

model as an aid in developing a taxonomy of intention estimation

processes.

Definitions

Failure of foresight. Turner defines this central characteristic

of disaster development as a collapse of precautions previously regarded

as culturally adequate, producing alarm, disaster, or catastrophe, and

requiring widespread reevaluation of previously accepted precautions

and defenses.

Disaster. Disasters are distinguished from accidents by Turner.

Disasters disrupt the social context by unleashing destructive forces in

the physical environment and by producing psychological .'isruptions

which provoke the question "Hfow could such a thing come to happen?"

DisastL-ra threaten a maj-or part of vociety with unwanted and unpredicted

consequences as a result of a failure of foresight. A disaster may cor-

sist, of a single 4isruptive event followed by many repercussions, or a

series of events in close r-uvctusion prodocing soccessive srprises and

the need for )iuceesmive readjusts-vents. In vontri*%t. accidentts do not

provoke a cultorzkl reetvaluation of precautions. Even though accident t

MAy rosult froro failurvii of forogight 4t the individual level. accidenats

caused 1by Individual orrorti or failure.s to adhere to a ccptod precAutions

do not provoke rveeva u;4t~ou of cultur;4l d~eftmis. nor do oven large-

scalo accidoutts whtich occur in situations of recognit~tt "azird andi high

riak. Accidents are vither explainablv within pr~eox!itiag vultur;Al con-

textsi or aro forvuoeAble n4iu predict4ble to sonte o&cent. while disastors
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Ii ~~ 1p idiv e~lUt): e x1)41 im'd Iw torve or immiwfiija ely a it e the

fact. Turner asserts that disasters a forvest ablc and

avoidable but this potential is not recognized until wide-spread re-

eamninaitions of the disaster's mneect ind conls Cjeqeces have been

madle. This potential for prediction and avoidance vxitst because

4 d~isasters, unlike accidents, are the result of long, comnplex chitin.4 Of

c rrors, inaccuracies, and inmitequtacies in acctvpter norms, btliefs, and

practices. Turner writes (1 976;t, 195) that disa.,ters "are not c reated1

ove mnight . .. (they) iteed the unwitting, as si stance~ ffe red by acc es s to

th4! ru-sottrct~s and roourte flows of large orga nizattuns zand time

Snmall-s.:sale failurcs ["ccidents ] vant ho produecod vvr Y rapidtly) hut

Ia ge sclefailure- [i.eC. ,dinsa te r can only be produced if tlin~e arid

r ~ viuu : re d e v (t d t u L %c j.

Vat ibldi: nUi,n of marioijn. T7'urn...zr rcf.t 4tluro s of

foresiight to the cntmunkai otio difficultics of large, systvvis. 11V &,e1nes

vriatAbl ris'unction of infum~tuon s zi 4tt -,;a x~ i?, loan~t% of

high -o~leiy awl uttertaittty for whivch there ie. ao 4itt;e ;Authurik~tlvo

descriptiot. t vdivdu4Is in tho orgnitati~ll ltAVO 4Ce% to d~ffetrenti

~~ of infu 't~i~tltat and ea4ch teusto icun-itruct (iifferea heric tOt

p)ruhlm -iAnd zaoutioits. Searcitieti 0i tin-to, viiony Ar'enertgyj Preent

-Att"qtate halvltdtin 0if ifior~li~tiott 'hIIWI might reimcuiteý i Cut ctn

aazpoctii ui the vAriout* xletw of iznir.C q~ tlyinforn-4,tI0

g-thring. procossing. distrihutio~n. andtl i~~nAre !vetv

Ti~tiv-0t tuo-doI 4titawieiiOttut clo~ with utrt.Aiaty by



and making plans to reach themn. Action on such plans is premised on

a collective adoption of simplifying assum-ptions about the environment

which produce a framework of "bounded rationality" (Sin-on, 1957;

Stainbruner, 1974).

Bagic Issue

The basic question facing organizations is whether the simplified

diagnosis of present and likely future aituations is accurate enough to

achieve organizational goals without encountering unexpected catastro-

phic difficulties.

Central Problem

The chief difficulty lies in discovering which aspects of the

problems facing the organization are prudent to ignore and which should

*1 be attended and how the organization can esitablish a reasonable criterion

level of safety. Dealing with this problem requires that the organization

recognize what Wilensky (19671 term-ted "high-quAlityt ' intelligot e.ie.

clear. titnely. reliable. valid and wido-ranging inform~tion relevant to

plants and goals. Failuros to recognize such atielligvnco leads to

failures of foresight, which in turn pruilucte 4isasters.

Commwon !Featttres of M.satt _rs

Turner (1976b) analyzed ovoir 400O acciGents anti disastersi re-

ported in British Prliamentary papers bitw%;en 1966-1976. Commaon

to all failure of iorer-ight diosastors were tho follotving fratures-

1. TkS orgiiz~tions involved wore cijzipig with a, large. com-.

plex problemt with "rd-to-apecify liits.

Z. Tho problero wits 6vfgdeat with t-V A ftumtr of Wroups aud

WividuAltiiW seopa-rato ognitation.9 andti seprate deparetmetai in



3.Snnime coitbnt of v'r rori4 tv,-il ttqn fromi

V * !vrvoneomflt4 a, somflpt ion,f

Ic. lack of accpted statularck, reuain rpea.tos

dI. red tinc i to t,.;%r tho worst.

iTurne~r (1976a~, b) has~ constr ictrd4 svut v of diu~tsL4 dverp

111ttthat tiulutl tho #vvcntu~ whic.h Iv;%d to disit,5te r avl devvitd s pt~cific

I: t niti -,I t li~rVs mid norms. At thiastg o , va.t,- "r

~I~c.so~by "ft '%I Culturally held IM~Iiefie .±h)OUL hah41rdý' art %r f

,~~(. I tf c it -rit1 y .i a to ' ht~ti . b in iti vi w -0 , a n tid g r tIY t o du c t '.faI
v.4th volltmu t'el -y adhc-rv~ to aor~14Ljvv pr--i t

w.~y~) which 4rto cu. a~ with~ ;ý:ptcd 6t1ietC :xvid which va~4bli thv

±nttfl41y Lto vom with Oil, world. Whoa~ uthfrtt~.azta vteqk e o

v~LgOio l(4tiuaia of th4:e prgarpi3~ thtre io no nar4 for

~ t nd (uvv u4 oý jnL* uvimtilgt-Iuu Od hl

Sttage t 21 u3~ pvrW ~ to .4U~rt~ 'WcAiOtz

wlic 4r 1k : m~i with th iont~a ;%tt 1.1 ild A~e~lzyi&'t

44-jvtd 197 i ti tvra. 1Li)70 5. Ou! Nv Yuv C~ity4 povv Il"i*3d i

(Itoffy. 147IM *1T)
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network" is formed consisting of a chain of discrepant ivents, or

several chains, which are inisporcelved or unnoticed. H-azards are

covertly delimatod and amplified. These events are (1) not known by

anyone, or (2) kn4-wn but not fully wularstood by All concerned, so that

the Implication~s of the events are not understood as they will be after

the disaster oe.ciirs. Errors accumuilate for four reasons:

a. Erroneous a xsmmpt Ions: Events mAy be unapprociatud be-

cause no one epected 3r was alert for such phanomena, In part because

of institutional rigidities of belief ;And perception as to whut the 4;ritical

featurett of the hazard reAlly Are.

-- Tho significance of events tuay be nmissed because 11decoy

Plhenomen"I draw attention from more serious problems. A well-

dcflaed problem or source of dzancer mtay he dealt with but such Action

tx:ýay draw atrentio# frcqm dangerotts but M~-etructured protns In the

backgrouad. [N. U~. Tarner's concept of "decoy phonoty-tea" can C4±maily

be caxtndoed tr, include- 4-eption activities ini liecfam .

-- Complaints of d~angr fromnt tiaxpertts outside tht ognitAtiou

nay hodiiie s de4 oi the 4isnption that such perzions are iinortin'A

a4rMi.9to. erafts. power-htaftgry, tte-ekr.ett. Ani ogant~ii4

tital isumint that it know* befttr thati autsidera may lead to high-

ho dW ditssiioav., rtsoatis which vlose off this ch~ana,4 ofWang

aind atorative poviiu (N. BI. The aue and n~otvof "ei'

advtrr~ot' fruon withia iand "tiuida tho igellit~,wv 4!tiom~uftty 4*4,r

suftif of these piblfti

-- ~may havo ove-rly rigtid iie riotypoii of the

14ri-4n0M they 94441#1 bCe 49teWin, 'and i;VLrly retiitriv t d jni its o
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* I,. ~~~lreormat iodarlig'iff irultirus: Thcue if ifficulties* 1may

nterni hargiely from t ttiiiat ore of the ltifnrrnation Itne-Id or from tits stature

of the organlizations hanmdlin4, the ifrain

I - - lExcessive tjmfotlnt.4 of infornziation lead to an inability to

s:4- reo4nv, t r.nitlt pc.ds ihti ~c nlz aa

1.ro mu11L of1tvi)igIuout inforruakion l)?rcan Ctt-A

real crucial zonsagpl'. ("signl).

- -Utrgc or multi-Agen.vCy otgtiztoxcre-ate ttany info rmation

hanodling eliffieultioen The W.t riabic dit junictio1 -3f iniforotation ill suAl~

Organlizations ~d to 'Abibg tiltties ahiout orde ri, pruoeduros. rc~pon.%i-

hilitie_% and cottr~uls. -h prcoccupationv.,, tivl routin pratLe~

itta~a'. htt ;111(ZZIA prncc %sors may tr-itl. Lo aiu ojv rv,-i, of :ctxial.

t-tnlergrncy datia Tr. drftent biuhcltrte.~ wvithin thýOrgaitization hv

dt.±h~tt-g. zand 'e:ýplntibility. Oraipinlylrototictýv rulecti rt-tritt

intfortlatioi dlittrihutioa !io that uuztte of thet wvron-g peoplo get vritkeal

itformu*tion 414 5o~aci ow h right prupkv do tiot. WVhon dvatht v t 1It pro

loag"dt~~ theo rtdes4. goalti. rrpnhhitadaui~rcv

rolbs id the urg;Aai 44t~ ftVchtza'ge tItu4 ultc-tdng iA'uCthign. ttIt kidln

prooesie Whon dleetuitg witth ru'4hCd t4t44t et'ttiet; ioforotntado is

nozgj-tcted. ilto-tcfnAtoly proreooow-d or aut disdtrbttted. herpctvivfltal

difideultiep titAy rtciittt in. poor t'tfjaort84 the ta. atitbtQ

wroag or ntvtieladiagd itocntatta.4t' ojr nnitj~toationI dittrtiane. titer-

it1 lflatt~tt not be iatgt'ticrd ovor tktc, 4jvitfliC$i. or- ijtdividutAli

jit~~~parly.j. Zatttit j4tc ttf rtthutwatiuu khiaritstý lead toj re1j*tianc
ts~ o ntt t~ tt4 tr& at t1io o -w e a to o f n ~ ~ i r V * ~ 4 V 5

dueitg new *oit idealit to tho trAltktttitted4 ktAornttina.



c. Lack of acceptedstandards and precautions: Where formal

precautions are not fully up-to-date violationý. of formal rules and

regulations come to be accepted as normal. Individuals fail co realize

that existing regulations apply. Since regulations may seem inappli-

cable to ongoing changes and new situations, appropriate and universal

standards cannot be applied. Instead, ad hoc solutions are applied

piecemeal without the benefit of guidance from well-considered and

widespread formal precautions.

d. Minimizing the emergent danger: The natural human

tendency to assume invulnerability and to maintain a self-protective

positive psychological equilibrium leads to a reluctance to fear the

worst outcome. Consequently recognized hazards are underestimated,

the capabiliiVs to cope with hazards are overestimated, and warnings

are minin. .. , disregarded, or not perceived. Emergency equipment,

methods, and procedures ar. either not used when -appropriate or are

used "too little and loo late." Fear of sounding false alarms prevents

the alarm being given, more so if those witnessing the hazard feel in-

adequate or ill-informed to perform the alarm function. Bystanders

often erroneously assume that others have already given the alarm.

There may be ambiguity and disagreement among several parties about

the status and significance of evidence pointing to danger w'hich pro-

duces an undervaluing of the evidence, particularly if the more

complacent group is also more powerful.

The incubation period ends when one or several of the incubatior

network error chains culminates in a precipitating event or incident.

This event produces what is immediately termed the "disaster." In the
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final stage of disaqter devclopment this initial definition is expanded

to include the accumulated errors of the incubation period.

Stage 3: Precipitating :vent. This event transforms the

hitherto covert, subliminal, and latent structure of incubation error

chains into a perceptiblc form. The precipitating event (1) has immedi-

L ate physical characteristics and consequences which cannot be disregarded

r Iand which are unambiguous (but perhaps confusing), (Z) immediately

creates general recognition of the need for a new interpretation of the

"I events in the incubation period, (3) gains force from being unpredictable

and from the unpreparedness it reveals. (The latter two characteristics

distinguish the disast3r from the accident.) The precipitating event

will be 1---.ed (in retrosT•ect) to many of the error chains of the incuba-

tion period although not necessarily to all the error chains that are

er'entually uncovered.

Turner (1976b) notes that these characteristics of the

precipitating event tend to prevent disaster precaution. That is, a

noncatastrophic event which could potentially reveal the incubating

Schains of errors will not release sufficiently strong and unambiguous

forces to compell a new interpretation. He writes (p. 762) "only when

a non-catastrophic realization is achieved by a powerful and prestigious

body can cultural redefinition arise without the impetus of a large-scale

physical precipitating event." (The intense and elaborate attention to

security which surrounds visits of heads of state and the initiation of

I surprise attacks usually results in survival of the former and the

success of the latter because noncatastrophic realizations are achieved

I when catastrophes are explicitly considered before hand by supreme

authorities. ,
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Stage 4: Disaster onset. The direct and unanticipated con-

sequences of failure occur and the immediate consequences of the

collapse of caltural precautions become apparent.

Stage 5: First adjustment-rescue and salvage. The main

features of the immediate post-collapse situation are recognized in

ad hoc adjustments and redefinitions which permit the work of rescue

and salvage to be started. In addition, action is taken to place and shift

blame and quasi-magical solutions, shock, and denial processes are

manifested which may impede mopping up.

Stage 6: Full cultural readjustment. On subsidence of the

immediate effects a more leisurely and detailed assessment of the

incident is undertaken, attempting to determine how culturally approved

precautions could have been so inadequate, tracing the now-revealed

pattern of events which developed in the incubation period, and consider-

ing adjustments to beliefs, assumptions, laws and codes needed to

prevent reoccurrences. Turner notes (1976a, 393; 1976b, 764) that

such reappraisals deal with the events which led to the disasters as

they are later revealed and not as they presented themselves to those

involved at the time. In other words, post hoc reviews treat the well-

structured problems defined and revealed by the disaster, rather than

the pre-existing, ill-structured problem. [This tendency is character-

ized in psychological research as the "hindsight bias" and its implications

are examined below.] These transformations yield a new configuration
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of the incubation period which has different meanings and inter-

ý11 2[ pretations than existed prior to the rrecipitating event.

Turner's work (19761-) contains an heuristic device useful in

S[• examining intelligence failures, a flow diagram of the key event pre-

ceding the precipitating event of a disaster and an overlay which

identifies errors and links them in the causal error chains. This flow

l Ldiagram heuristic is similar Lo Lc event trees and fault tree3 used in

operations research. Although used post hoc by Turner (1976b), such

j trees are often used by experts to make predictions or assess risks.

4 . The advantages and disadvantages of such analytical adjuncts are

discussed below.

iI

2YEven though disasters such as dam failures, impound-inducedI earthquakes, landslides, power failures, etc., are historically not
uncommon, the benefit-cost analysis of dams, water projects, and so
forth rarely include an explicit examination of such failures. The
low-probability character of tnese events tends to load to their being
completely neglected, i. e., treated as if they were zero-probability
events (Mark and Stuart-Alexonder, 1977).

4'177



The Yom Kippur Disaster

Egypt and Syria attacked Israel on the afternoon of 6 October

inflicting an unparallelled military defeat on the Israeli Defense Forces

(IDF) which was reversed only after several desperate battles. The

political, economic, and diplomatic aftershocks of the attack jarred Israel

as badly as the initial military defeats; e. g., the oil embargo alone had

world-wide repercussions which worsened Israel's diplomatic position.

The Israeli military disaster can be divided into three main parts, each of whi,

was, for the Israelis, unexpected and costly: the attack itself (the strategic

surprise), and two technical surprises (Knorr, 1964); the immobilization of

the Israeli Air Force (IAF) by the Arab surface-to-air missile (SAM) systems,

and the massive losses inflict id on Israeli armor by the Egyptian Second

Army (or Second Corps) "tank traps" on the east bank of the Suez Canal

("beyond a doubt ... the worst defeat in the history of the Isrieli Army,"

Dupuy, 1978: 433). Although strategic surprise was the key, necr ssary

element to Sadat's plan for a limited attack, it is important to realize that

surprise was not a stificient condition for the success of his plan. Further-

more, the strategic surprise was in no way complete; many Israeli Ufficers

expected the attack. Nor did the Egyptians count on the surprise being

as complete as it was (e. g., they expected 50 times as many casualties

as they actuall' suffered in the Canal crossing, Safran, 1978: 146). But

, -the surprise o'jtained was adequate to disrupt the Israeli General Staff

and Cabinet and to delay mobilization long enough for the Arab air
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JL ~defense¶ bar riers antd tank traps to b~e es tablishe'd. This is raeUi disaster

~ Liis analyzed in termis of the Turner disaster model.

Disaster Theory. Turner's model of disasters includes two dvvices

~ 1. which are applied to the Yom~ Kippur disaster. The first is the six stage

[ model of disaster development. The, accond device consists of a flow

I dia-gram of the main events preceding the central event which precipitates

the disaster, and an overlay diagram which identifies (with tht: 4enefit of

LIhindsight) the errors and links between th-,m that zonstitute, the causal

orrur chain. The event flow diagrams in this cý;se will contrast the Israel

interpretations and explanations of eve-nts before the 19'.~ war with the

actoal implications of the events as known from the E~gyptian and Syrian

-war plans.

It is arguo*c that. the application of disaster theory U; htot

I nýecessarily post hoc and that the construction of event flow diagranis can

aid in the prevention of disasters by making clear potential erroneous

assumptions and possible causal error chains. liowev'er, the present

case is developed from hinds igh t with ali the attondant biases oittailed.

for example, exclusion of event-- now known to biz unimportant. This

T!" account is thus not satisfactory as a niaans of providing a dcfinitive

I analysis of the pro-war intelligence problems facing the Israelis (i.e.,~

it is n-3t an equivalent of Wohlotetter's encyclopedic review, Pearl

I I Harbor). The objective heru is to show that disaotter theory provides

an analytic tool which deduces what seemv to be the central errors
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in failures, thus highlighting intention estimation processes whiI~~ Are

weak. Further, It inductively determinett t1.'e interrelations of various

errors and analytic weaknesses to each other so that the critical path of

causal error links can be traced In a particular case, and other potential

critical paths can be noted. For these purpores the extreme schematization

of the event flow diagrams in appropriate. [A more detailed flow diagram

is available from the author, but it too is still highly scheati aI ust be

any ilsoful record.]

The intelligence analyst might att empt, using this tool, to specify

potential disasters and re, ant assumptions and, by outlining possible causal

error chains between the assumptions and the disasters, be alerted to

conclusions and inference& which may be dangerous a.d ,h'uld receive

close attention. This use of disaster theory as a preseriptWe inethod

is developed more fully in Section 6.

The Six Stage Disaster Proceias

Stage -1: In%.*#Ial beliefs and norms. Following the 1967 Israeli

victory over the Arabs certain assumptions formed the cott of israttl's

defense concept (see. e.g., Monroe and Farrar-Hockley. 1975; Safrah,

1978.- Shlairn, 1976, 1978; )3on-zvi, 1976). Foremost among these was

the overwhein-iing Israeli be!iet in Arab inferiority In all things military,

and con'fersely. whAt Safravn (1978: 135) w~htuini~sticaiiy labels thel Israelis'

"proneness to excassive sall-*z'.urance. The Israeli defense platis

roquired at least a 48-hour warsting of an Impending Arab attac~k, but
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this w.A ruing wvit3 -gtta rintcerd" by thc Military Intelligetico Bratich.

hi 1 Although scvuzral intelligence agencies exist in 13rael, Military Intulligence

was the only one with an estimative and evaluative mission. Given the

assumption that ample warning would be received, the secondary

assumptions in the Israeli defense concept were reasonable: Israeli

reserves would be mobilized, the IAF would destroy enemy air defenses

t L just before or at the outset of the enemy attack, and Israeli armor would

Ibe in position to stop ait advance oa the Golan 116.I hts or a Canal crosaing

when the At- ..b attack was launched.

The IDF strategy prior tvo 1973 was defensive. 'I he long borders

won in the 1967 wa: gave the tDlF the freedom, for the, first time since

indepcndeonce, to trade apace for time~, especially in tho Sinai expanses.

I.The liar -Lev defensive line ali*,g the Canal. conr-tructed ai great expense

I during the 1969-70 War of Attrition, was intended to withstand heavy

artillery harassment and to repel conumandos crossing the Canal, as

well as to provide the f-trtheat outpast onl the Egyptian trontier, but not

as a final defensive linet against an E-,yptian "anal crossing. Inatead the

Mobilizationl Of Israel's tank curps wa* expected to procede an IEgyptia attack,

3"d thvae tankti. ready aad waitin~g, would kc-ep the Egyptians on the West

B~ank of the Canal. Defense of the 1967 borders agis al-t attac

required mobillization (of all reserves, but several additional factors
contributed to the high Is raeli cunidt c 'Aa Wu1 oilran would

occur before the Arab attAck was launched.
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Sometime dur.ing 1971 or 1972 Israeli intelligence obtained

authoritative information on the thinking of the Egyptian military

chiefs under War Minister Sadeq.(Safran, 1978: 138). This information

formed the basis for "the conception, " the term given by the Agranat

Commission Report (the official Israeli post-mortem of the Yome Kippur

War) to the Israeli assumptions that: (1) if the Arabs attacked they would

seek a total military victory, (2) without air superiority over Israel, Egypt

would not attack unless it could paralyze the IAF by air attacks deep in

Israel, and (3) Syria would atL4ck only jointly with Egypt.

These assumptions -- Arab inferiority, Israeli superiority

I and terrain advantage, an IAF that could not be

stopped by the Arabs, that an effective Arab coalition was impossible. and

that the Israelis could force the Arab ground forces into a battle of mo-

b lity -- combined to produce the Israeli conclusion that the Arabs ',%ere

incapable of a combined attack or of a total victory and thus the Arubo did

not istend to attack. In fact, as Dupuy (1978: 388) notes:

Sadat came to the conclusion that it would
be better and mut'e satisfactory ior the
Egyptian people to fight a war and lose,
than not to fight at all simply because defeat
was likely ... honorable defeat was a preferable
alternative to an inglorious peace.

While the lvraeli assumptions regarding Arab strategic intentions

('total victory'l were based on erroneous conclusions about the Arab's

genera) capabilities (insufficient for their strategic objectives), the
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I 1~t5at iteli at'()und ct th.w specific wcaponin aimcl tctics the

F Arzibs uased !it 1973. Thc Israelis wore wrong about what the Arabs

huped to gain and a1~o ai)out their capailitios to gain a military

1. advantage. WVhile the Israelis knew the Syri.'n and Egyptian Armics

4 [were equipped with modurn, effective Sl-viet antitank and antiaircraft

W(!apol)(n, the 1L)F wus unprepared for the ntiburt; of weaptins they

L n~cotuntvrvc1 in the optning batttes. Equally utv':xpuctod wcreý the

ccmvdiniuri a)nd integmtiott of the various woapons systerv.; which mnade

* the E:gyptian decfenskvc- strztte1y in the Sinai anid the Sy~rian ;Aasault af

thti ( 11cIlights so costly tu tf rack. By a.voiding tank-to-t~ank and

Iair .t' *.tir encoutntorc ~the E'gypti;ans nxutly parriofl tt-~ Isra~t-is
jflkj~t 'unt rt~t~ ind etiv-r1 a crippling riposte. ;it the opn!ni

Iatid furtittid%ý (atid 3weopin chne of cunianctjrs). Tewih n

ititetioity of the Syrian~ assault wai unexpeted, as %vere Ott Israeli

CA, ttati in men. and materiel. The carefully laid Israeli plans for

vwift c t fctielay itt .4s tho M 1D'.Vw forced to imrnpovt~e

iees~ivo tacticts fr'ou day to d;*y uutiý a larg-sc;Ale co trif itive

*cu~tld iilvlly be moulnted.

At the urgait-eational lovel. prior zo tht-O Iobmor wir IN rao

-oiitodI fromf thii rvourcfulmots oftho world's tit t r fpets

inteligence %pparatvss. Credited wvith oeriflidt n the, 44sit

of ite many coupit in~ %ar and pk-act, lorAel's Military biteligene



Branch had a reputation virtually unchallongeable by Israelis or' their

allies. As the October war approached, this reputation seemingly

improved as a result of the premature mobilization in MAy 1973 orded

by Defense Minister Dayan which was opposed by Intelligence Chief

Ze'ira. After this success it became even more difficult f, question

intelligence judgments. The Military Intelligence Branch had "guaranteed"

the IDF at least 48 hours warning of an all-out attack. more than enough

time for another preemptive air strike that, as in the 1967 war, would

give the IDI control of the sky and allow it to destroy the Arab attack.

Also, Israeli intelligence enjoyed close contacts with U. S. intelligence

agenciob. giving it access to the most modern technical inteiligence-

gathering resources as well rs those the Israelis themselves developed.

Among these were mechanisms which Israeli intelligence believed

would provide incontrovertible proof of an attack early erioujh to permit

the t•uarauteed" warning. This asstmiption was out questioned until

October. [Hareven's (1978) analysis of the personalities of the cvntr4l

"actors provides additional. ptycholugical reawout why Zie'iras estimittev

were not challenged seriously until they were obviculy wrong. See

Section 4.3
St,.ge Z: Incubation period. Turner asserts that this period

begin* when events accu-mulate which are at odds with aceepted beliefs

about ha.4rds and the norts for thedr avoidance. An "incubation

netwurk" develope. i. e.. chain or chains of discrepant events
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thisu processhf: t'rrotmioim assumnption~s, info rmation handling diffietI~tiez).

lack of standards and procautiorts, and minlinizing the emergent clangor.

I EachI of theset factors ptaycd acentral role. in the Tqr~meli disaster and

se ~veral ttlncubatinn tietwort-4s' of error chaitis 1Vect Ito tho. precipiating

oevnt of the disanter. tho Arai surprise attack.

A. r1rnieotts i~tr tini The Is~raelis madcu a variety of

I e~rr'Jl..''US r uc-n~ V4 ding A rab t..W..ics, caplt billitjte, wV;tpon ry

"l~id intc-ntions. Somet of the mti~jori t* rrr ~s, i riedcLw erbitc.

I to the error chains that clvsdtopet4.

()'All-out va r' Ih t~ iii assumvd thie Atrab ritilikry

ubjt-ctivo of the twxt war wouuW be '411-otmt'l victory (Shtiaimn, 197(1;

SNt-hammot Hzkylra{. armured for the type 3( sar vvent~iaily I~knehed iti



Dayan misperceived Sadat's goal, which
was njisontially political, not mititary: to
establish a symbolic and real Egyptian stronghold
on the cast bank of the canal. Dayan's failure ...

stemmed from not absorbing Sadat's message
during the war of attrition--a war waged for
po;i~ical purposes using military means.

However, the Egyptian tactical failure in that effort tended to divert

the Israelis from appreciating the Egyptians' intentions, and convinced

theo that Egypt could not make an attrition strategy pay off (Shliim and Tanter.

"i<•° 19718).

S4The Israeli asswuption of "all-out" Arab intentions was based

*I ton authoritative intelligence reflecting the thinking of EgyptiAn War Minister

Sadcq and his military chiefs. Whea Sadat fired Sadeq in November 197Z

(because, it was learned after the 1973 War, he opposed Stdat t s limited

war strategy) r mzj,,r basis for the IsrAeli assumption was removed.

b'at the assumptian w4s not renxa•nLed when S•deq was replaced by

Ismail (Safr~n. 1918:. 138).

(Z) Available warnitzg'. The "guaraatee" of at least 48 hours

wa- ••rning was essential to t4he israeli dvfonse atratogy. In large t~rt

this "guaraatooe" was ba&1" on cotutideace in the tech-nical inte lligener

• SO~tte• (presmably @intnunkatiott utlliia•coj Availat-o to the
4. sre w h. they ,Ztileved. wouW 5 pt'ovide ca•cotrovrtibli4 proof

at impcndL*np attack. Vtwlaasiihtt sotiree are otill &oobgU(At* At tu

wten this rellaiale sigual was roeeived. $enw writero (Itandel. 197:

Shlan. 914I-Wr~a. 1979z ate ht the rolialt-l signl wcz.s received



shIo or t ot4a in ItM: h41) of a Or Itoo lat to 1.rondel t474 -

I uand ito othhors wli 30 a~rning. 971j: 140, 04 irA 3f ola eir wr-aites tat

ther~ time was that the signal reflected a I dUO attack hour; in fact, the

Arabs struck at 1400, four hiours sooiner. The L raclis cnvsoqtie~ttly

acttially had about 10 hours of watrning r~thcr thian 418, and thoy chought

thoy had 12 t-t 14 hottrs to prepare. On the oth-er hand, teatiniony bcfore

(itak S.I ousie of Itepresvnt-A Lives Sele-ct Cuintulitter on tnteIlig~tnce;

4~ ~~ ~~JIk Cornuitti'w, 1975) b, U.S. intehec ffcrinictsUS

I It~rl~ 'tfl!-"\VA aa Ctif E::yptiaýn 41l&rt !"v 1 a t1!tt~ &rty as Z6

Spteitmbe-r (p. 4';S}. 1:ndeil (19176: 32) reports Ut hi-v chronology that

UZI 24 $ptv:wte;r

""t he CLIA. DUA and NSF (tic; INSA?) hav'c collectted
Cuough e-identce to ittdicate the. P0o4ibility of a cumabtned

Syran-gypian~; on tsr-Ael' tartkSrl izttelli"Oaccj

parenitly dotes tot agree that tho p-eibabitity of
w-iz ii high venngh to warrAnt spvcial cuncerti."

The b: rzvtt Intrlligoene chiv-. rrjvctvt! thl* wa -fling ltt,*eter, And

attbtvi; th -tusiuAt activity to -exerciie4. Whother the Isr-etiis woreg

IsignauLi 4 04 Qcotr would Ocvnýtr at lealit 49 4 houqrs tlsd-Jot the attatr1

* -th4 Israelisa Vihltok'fltr h4d OW40~d the fiito 0i their doMtvge* Ott -A signal

I that ould nt 6 susst~ibty have aotaftedth sns a cer-tainty it gepeeraited.





(half1 the tivie estimated~ befiorn the war by Nr achi inivletigunce), anti -

tank~ guideil missilc (Sat~gr ATGM) and RI'G-7 antitank rocket teams

deployed; and SA-Z, SA-3, SA-6 and SA-7 SAMs and gun antiair &uenses

s aled off the Egyptian field forces from the lAF'. When tho Israeli

tanks counterattacked on 7 October, Ismiail's 'Ineat grinder" acfenses

knocked out over 140 and Cceneral Gonen's crippled sp~earhead withdrew

back into Sinai (Monroe and Farrar-1-ockley, 1975; 22). "It was not unti

'~ Ithe afternoon of Monday, 8 October, writ(! Luttwvak and llorowvte. ( 19Th: 3ýý

'that Mendler (Siaai A rmnored Comnmande r), rtonen [Southe rn Coumanador]

and their qstaff tucerstoocd "i new thrtat poacel by the IEk;yptiaos1. F' rom

ti~ nziria1 cros ing's on 6 Octobt r uditil late tni tho 80%, Milita r% Tntelligocee

jkept titforming Gon-,n that the ý:gyptiaas were ready to "brak-i~ 4ny nionwtca.

Gotten's rrepoated ordtirs of attzck5 can tie atrlt~uttI in part to thc' cozi-atcd

~tifie~nof tho onemay 6y military I teli-,cae- (c. i. Dupu-y. 1978:-

449, 431).

$Ai4ua (19T8: I&7) writos

there kva# mtwh 'nitisa bvhirui the (Act tbhAt loraUl 'Ax-o

Wh 1 ws s hvavily ptaid) tho Oienmy'rs antiwfl,d* 11:isaides.

-ta rL o o thosev weýapuno, were aw~rv thAt the
V ~~~enemy poe esovd uhtni in larege qt~itilft, Aud hAd

eklofl deVViL-kd WAVI tQ obtte:bt h~ the
N. r.ýctcdlcLticttion#n of inf ormation it. ter-it8 of Ole

oolhn oij fores aM -ttehd tcswrot

iollovd up. .



Israel had underestiwatod the effectiveness of the Arab defensive

weapons and tactics and had assumed Arab tactics would be offensive.

Although the Israelis lost tanks to the Arab ATGMs before (as early

as July 1967), they continued to assume their tactics could deal with

this threat and that the low quality of Arab infantry ruled out an

cifective, integrated antitank capability. Luttwak and Horowitz

(1974: 316) label this "a basic error of judgment. Nor did the Israelis

anticipate the Arabd effective use of night vision devices in night operations.

In generally assuming the Arab attack corlI not get started, that the

B.ar-Lev defenses and tanks would prevent a Canal crossing, that

Egyptian water-crossing efforts would be awkward and slow, the

Israelis were unprepared to deal with the defensive tactict. they faced

in Sinai. And while they were better prepared to face the Syrian thrust

(,.'hich was similar to what the Israelis anticipated) the Israeli forees

were still surprifed by the tactical integration and weight of the Syrian

Attacic its effective air defenses and tank-killor intintry tacties, and

the Syrian night fighting. The 'Ull-tauk" concept, ao effective in 1967.

was obsoleote in 1973.

(4) "'he invincible IAFP, The story of the 1AF success over

the Arab air forces in 1967 had but one poer (the Nazi destruction of

the Soviet M4r Forces in a singly day ir 1941). No one on either side

anticipated the renvarkable surprise and effectiveness cd the Israeli

pilotsi preemptive strikes, The oiverall success &f the 1AF in the
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War 4)( Attrition and se#ver.&1 imprvss .v dogfight victoriesi before the

197 3 Wa r (a. g. on 30 July 1970 the Is raolis ,fliot down four Sfivitt-

flownt MIG-2iJs in a single ancounter, on 13 Seiptomber 1973 Isr. eli

jetst 3hot downi thirteen Syrian fighters whilet losing a singlu plane)

[reinforcod the col1cctiv-.- inmpression that tho IAFT- could not ba dereated.

that Israeal would have air suporiority over the captured territories,

I and that Israeli countorattacks on tho ground would have full air support.

.A Only thec CirsL of Lhveo Lsum~ption.% pcoved true.

Tho EAL*' was not deft-atoctf bu the Arabs mobile, SAMs 4tnd gl.tns, which

}thrust forward a defetislvc itivibrella ovor the attackin~g ground forcesi. prvevented

1 ~the tiAFI strafing attacksa neodd to keop the Arab antitank forces from trapping

Israeli a-rmord etumvns. Furtht~rnore, the surprise of the attack

nridtted F-7,ota~ lv-ts to nmakoe hEort. -%harp titrikes at the tI tacti tanka,

4rtiltvry, and comnications which otipported 'tie Bar-I~ev defenses,

Althvutih lacking~ 41r operiority. the Xgyptian's jets nevortheleis

contritauted to tho Canal assault, thent .wiftly 4tucked* behimd the air

4,-elloosevoooe. Wn-n the LAP (natly woepe~ded, it Confonted an

pcely dooset 4r defowe nctwvrk. Tho lin gration zand ecomplex

oritio-nlu 0( ti-e Ar~.b ;4ir deiinseio aad it4 ab4Aity to fully absorbj

I ~Aud ditute tho UAP c prse one of the 4ete lemnits of Othe

Ar46 0ta lengem to tAP i~porilrity. Tho lAF plan Gor dealing with

tho ArAb air defounses required total vcentrattot on thia tAtok, rtli U

out groutnd aupport. Tho critical nee-d to Wack~ tho ArA6 grou#4 aa.acks

pre ento.- this plan frm 4eing put into offect. O)ther srprive*
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were the mc.-eIve, simultaneous Syrian and Egyptian thrusts which

decoyed the IAF from Sinai to the Golan, and the many technical

surprises posed by the electronic capability of the Arab SA-6 and ZSU-23/4

radars and infrared guidance system of the SA-7. Only at a high cost

in titie, planes and pilots did the IAF learn to counter these capabilities,

41 and only after the ground forces overran the ;AM sites could the IAX-

again fly with. impunity.

While the incredible IAF successes of the 1967 and early War of

Attrition supported the "invincibility" assumption, events from late 1970

to October 1973 should have weakened the dependence on IAF total superiority.

The success of the LAF against the Egyptian and Syrian air forces during

the War of Attrition, especially the bombing attacks near Cairo, led to

a massive influx of highly sophisticated Soviet SAMs, gun•w, radars, and

interceptors, forcing the Israevis to halt its widespread bombing so as to

avoid directly confronting Soviet crews (Shlaim and Tantner, 1978).

Gradually through 1970 the Soviet-Egyptian SAM belt was pushed closer

and closer to the Canal. In late 197Z and early 1973 the Soviets added

the ZSU-2./4. SA-6. SA-7 weapons (to the extent of stripping Soviet

units) to the older systems already in Arab handta thus completing an

air defens belt that extended over both sides of the CaiAl.

(5) "DMcoy Phenomena." Turner notes that -decoy phenomena"

May draw attention from more serious problems. In the case of the

October War, several Arab deceptions and a few coincidences provided

doeoys for Israeli attention.
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L L ~The miost suicce'ssful Aral) tit. ptionf was the high levcl of ten ion

and military niobiliiation and ex.rcse thycetdi h pring of

1973 which catised Dayan and lEla?.ar to overrule Ze'ira azrd order a

partial mobilization at great unxpense to Israel Since no attaclk fol' ý: d

Ze'ira's e'stimnate that the Arabs ha~d had no intention of attacking was

confirmed. Sadat's war of nerves dulled Israeli sensitivity to the

Arabs' attack preparations and re~hearsals, and created the "wolf cry"

which strengthened the most complacent Israeli intelligence figure.

~ : ~The frequont conforences of senior rI:gyptian. Syrian, and

LI IJordanian political and military figures in the spring an Y suniner of

197 3 w~as attributcd by the Israeli Military Intelligence Branch to the

LI 1.reopening of Jordanian diplomatic rol~ations with E~gypt and Syria.

Ii 1 1 C~ju.Ittly thu ilxhifL uZ Syrian troops from the Jordanian border to

the Gulan line was seen in Israel as a goodwill gesture by Assad to

1 huissein, rather than a buildup prior to an attack. Simnilarly. the

K ~ -. I ISyrian reinforcement of tanks aad artillery in late September was

explained ati a reaction to the, Israeli-Syrian dlogfight on 13 September

I in which thirteen Syrian je-ts were shot down.

V -')n 6 September Egyptian Foreign Ministur Zayat "rrived Wn

I ~Washington to reactivate the American viidiation role in the MViddle

F~ait. OPi 48 September Arab toirrorists heWi up ;A trainload of R~ussian

Jewiah im.iigrants enroute to Vienna and demanded that tile Jewish

trantsit camp at &hoeitau be closed. The Auatrian acquiescence to these

I 193



demands became major concerns in the Israeli Cabinet and Prime

Minister Golda Moir was in Strassbourg and Vienna from 30 September

to 2 October. 7Zayat's efforts were part of Satiat's deception plan, the

terrorist incident may have been although perhaps it was fortuitous.

Israel's preoccupation with international and domestic terrorism between

the 1967 and the 1973 wars was a co.astant distraction for the military

A.. and the Cabinet.

Finally, Sadat's plan also included the more traditiosal tactical

deceptions: all senior commanders were ostensibly to go on religious

pilgn'magc~s on the dlay of the attack; landline commnunications were

installed along the Canal to permit the attack planning to proceed

while the Egyptian radios wet %t used to discuss (for the benefit of

isr-aeli eavosdroppers),"Exercise Tahrir 41," the supposed cause of

oxttmaive Egyptian milita ry activity along the Canal. While tiot t

4 of thetse ploys aucceeded in tooling the I melirs (IHeikal., 1975: 17.

A implies most of themn failed) they tendod to mako it oasier f-jr 7.elira

to continue defending the Ileone option"' when the contrary aignals btemo

stronger as war apptroached.

(6) "R~ejection of O~utside Advice." Turner writes that advite

aad warnings of danger 4y nonexpertz outside the orgatiiatiba often

procede disasters and are rejected by the agaiaational iinsidoro whoso

duty it is to fotestall the disaster. The erroneous assumption in these

casep is that the organirtation knows 0io sit". tion best and is better

able to evaluate infortiiation than amateurs isr uir
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[ ~Th Is raelIi Military Inteil igvnce lir~imch rece'ivedl iany
warnings from~ butsideru'" which it rejecteid. Within a month of

Egypt's issuanco in May 1973 of the plan for tho Octu~mr attack,

L Uperatir~n tBadr, the U.S. CIA lvad obtained a copy and passed it

I to the lsracliv. B~oth agencies concluded at the tirne that an attack

was uniikely. Junior intelligenco officers as well its Dayan axid Elazar

j ~warned of an attack in April and May after Sidat began mnajor war

j Q-O cisQ3, triggering the partial preinature mobillzation. In. Scptarb-iý

- I yan, Elazar's duputy, as wvll a~s the Northern Comu-andor qjueotibed

I ic'iru's vfstimat% on Syri., n intenmtions. The U.S. intelligronce ýotutnt

warned of a possibla joiat Syrian -gyptia% ;Atttck, The head of Israeli

Naval intolli~etlce -conchided war Was 41 the off irt, si'tce the Soviets had

bAgnrrinotg their ships from the. Lgyptiani port of Aloxamxdvi; ;Atd had

4tepped up patrols 4y ltelligeaco clloctlag trawlers off Israel'a coast.

The 4ausul nillitary movewieuts along the Carnal ini lAt e ptete %and

oArly October led sevtral juaior intelliiwone oficer* in thip Sosuthera

o-*ýmattd to predict war but thvvQ pedctioua werie 4ixciseod from the

Sothruwmr~An4 r~orta to the Geaeral Staff (Handol. 7u

: hl9?4 Wi: 19*?6: 15W C44al meir naotd !110 Writy

~j ~j ttwee th a rturo of Soviiet 4dvisoar 4ad f£ mulesio on 4 OC telier anj

a aimiar oxodu.s prior to the 1167 War: t~v imli~icatiou of hoe ocrvation

[w~ joao enrily iguorod (Haadol. 1974: ,4 Moir. 19-1s: 408). itoth lowor

11 ~ els~otoo (juaor offievro aud Aohr o%:4o oNtr C~~r
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Dayan,. Moir) warnings were ignored by the insiders in the Military

Intelligence Branch. Nor were amateur warnings lacking: predictions

of war in the autumn were made as early as May by Gabriel Cohen

and Yair Evron, commentators on Israel's interni~tional relations.

B. InformaiaUon Handling Difficulties. Although mnishandling

of information was not a primary factor in the October War disaster,

several instances of information handling difficuities aggravated the

situation. Perhaps the foremost problem was the monopoly on intelligence

evaluation of the Military Intelligence Branch, and its role as sole

guardian of intelligence received from abroad and froxn other Israeli

intelligence gathering ageneien. This created a bottleneck in the flow

of uignals from below and outside to the Cabinet-level 410C.'ion-makez's.

fostered the "conceptiou" and reinforced it by self -censorship, s~eh

aý. the deletion of war warnings by Southorn Coxmmand. The Agranat

Cwiwnisola onclusion io quoted by Shlaim (1976: 370).

Independent ev;Auutio# of political iptrategiv,
operatMionl ;ind tactical in~llhiesw waevente
through eeutr~lir-ation in one organization and under
one outhority on, the one hand and the ahoonce of
a speciAl itlligteo advivor to the Prime Mi~ister
an the other..

Perhaps the most parakauxicil effect of this contr li~tioa is

thv tapprent liace that the uowuting tiigvnal from the Southorn Cianmand

were not intoarate4 w~ith those from the Northern C ~niand. Such

intgrut,*of Wnorutatioa trimt disparate sources W~ oue of the foremsut



jut ai~tioins for centralimi-c1 iritelligtvncc sys.tems. 1l4erý.'g (19"~'~ 27$

J c1tiotcd in flandel, 1976: 511-9) commentedc of the October War, however:

"one of the incredible factti of the pe~riod is tha at
no stago and at no level, so far as can be zv~aluated

L tfromn av~ailable materials, did any eOemsont link the
Syrian buildup in the north with the unusual Egyptian
activity and concentrAtion in the south.

flnoa exptanation fp. 59); a '1au reauc ratic mnisci o rdi na tlri between

1.tho Lgpta and the Syrian desks of Is raul inte~lligence headquarters, t

I evvis pausihlie especially in light uf the U.S. warring of it joint attack

on

Itancitl (1976: 56) note-9 a second difficulty in handllug inLelligence.

thc- one-way flow of information from bottorn to top. In other words.

field tcucal t.uuts vollected and passed eon inoto mation to Gonoral

ttvitqirters ~and thi Military X'~teait;w fl6 t oc~ive'A little

4 4i~tttlitnvo :support in rturn: "it lackeod WVt'nation, maps, air

-totogrAphs -. 411 of which wcre r4ýadily avai 14le to highor echelons,"

Whon tho hir~l n:omOand 44d tho Cahinot finu~ly agt'ee4 wAr was immiinent

V, ~WArningo failvd to reach tho tacticail unlu whicýh wore utrteck first:

deMN4104, ;tt the Zair-Lo.v lineo wtro iwt kvared iad -Iome up 0

Iann t4c Moiun~t 110mon 10040t pooto woro ninimia tho~v-..! whon

%Ie Syr4an 4rillory tyenod Aiar (itldiough tbo Northeon 'wAmd dvionve*

woero fAr moro alvrt it*4 proarod than tho Southern CotinA#4 ind

trtd.vv dse~ittto;. iraelt 4rtillery aad 4iit behind thi.; 114r-L V
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Ulne weor destroyed by the Egyptian air and artillery attacks and

Israeli corrmunications stations in Sinai were des~troyed. Even with

the limited vlarniag the Israelis had, the lowest levels were not alerted.

., the Ir'aelis attempted to halt the Arab offensive the breakdown in

c*'o,•mnunr1at- .ns aggravated their already acute tactical problems.

Safran (1978: 145i utoe,4 the extent of this:

The Israeli forces had an excellent, highly
sophisticated system of commiunications
designed to keep the varioua levels of command
fully info.-ed.. yet the system somehow failed
again and again to work as intended ... the divisional
command and other high~er echelons were under
the misconception that the armored coanterattacks
(on October 6) were succeeding on the whole, and
had an e -roneous impression of the magnitude of
the losses they were suffering.

'r'he combination of the "fog caf war," resultizg fro~m the failure of

tactical cowmunications, and the unexpected course of the Arab attack

gasierated widiosproad confusion, and frustration in the Israeli high

cormnuand and produced frequent di3agrearments on tactics and strategy.

C. L•ack of Accepted Standrds and Precautions: Purner's disaster

'model postulates that formal and active precautionary steps which utiaht

hoad off disaster are usually not taken by responsible agencies and

out-of-date procedures and viaolation of fornwal rules come to be

accepted as normal. Ad hoe solutions and remedies ar@ applied in

piecemeal and uncoordinatod f(ashion to aovei situ4tions and problems.

A lack of formal precautions charactert..,d several aspects of the

Israuli disaster, primarily the failure to plan to tight morv than one

type of ar.
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The luratvli Cabinet rulhnl heavily on their intalligemce warving

system oven though the adequacy of this aystem- to predict an Arab

attack had been questioned at the highetst level. Israeli defense piano

U wereu premised on adequate warning which. in turn, was predicated

.JLon the operation of technical intelligence mechanisms (whose details ve

not yet beet; publicly expilainc " ýt the ID! mtobilization in !o -

ILOf 1973 ordiared by DAyan and Eflatar indlicates they wore not cot 14Lato

j ~~bcliovtiru In tho adeacy h Militar'y tutelliscnefrc&prtains

* The adc-quac-y of any warning sysk%:m couldi net be realistically e-valuated

I uttless the Arabs #,(ten attempted to attack Tenetl: the L4 .t that Dayan andI rna4ar dlid not share the coufidaanco pLaced in thv warring rniechanisnt

-by othters was only rcitwonabila given thi~i itubiUty to Actuially t4st the

~1 I ystem. ilowsvter, no formal tneehuanirns ex~te-d (t) to arbiltrate di*-

I a~~rennients kbn oArnHtiq# betwOen thW flase Misdsteor aad Chief of

I ~~Staff oni the one hand. and the intalligwec~fonteohr and(Z

to determine whtmoWlitation or pr~eentlon should fo-lciw tho recip

t~o h v ertain warnior. Form-al stau4avds #eemed taddeog far bath the

P warniia, And tho operAtional timtotttats lofraeli defense Qiats. in the

ittc~ae. aftor t04Y40 and the- Nartherni Cefmviw4andr qottestvawd i40 !rat'
~~~4LI~44 esiat f yani tictaon an Z4 Seoptbe~wr Dayaa rioforved the U~au

defenses despite ?.e'&1ra's eonuptAeent gvaluatiou. Similarly. 4Lfter the

IL vacut~Iatnt of the Soviets 041 3 aud 4 October. Dayan ;*nd £hszaar ordared
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a 101" level alert for the army (which did not call up reservists) and a

full alert for the IAF' (which mobilized reserves). (The Israeli Navy

was put on a war footing on October 1.) Nevertheless Ze'ira persisted

in his estimate that the probability of war was "lower than low." Since

I the Cabinet accepted this appraisal Dayan and Elazar could take no further

steps.

The Israeli preemption and mobilization plans, based on the

assumption of 48 hours warning, left the Israelis having to improvise

when the warning mechanism failed. No contingency plans provided for

the actual-events: a warning that the attack would come in 15 hours

(in fact, the attack came in 11 hours). That is, when faced with a far

less timely (and even then, inaccurate) warning than expected, the

Cabinet was forced to debate what steps to take. Dayan and Elazar

differed on mobilization and preemption: Elazar favoring all-out

mobilization and a preemptive air strike, Dayan a partial mobilization

and no air strike. Dayan favored warning Egypt and Syria that their

attack plans were known and they had lost surprise, in hopes of

forestalling them; Elazar was opposed. The debate was taken to the

Prime Minister and the issues resolved by 0930; that is over three hours

were lost in last-minute arguments over the Israeli resuons,. (The

Israeli Navy, in contrast, was ordered to battle stations at 0500, only

Z hours after the '"ertain warning" signal was received. It, however,

had been expecting war.)
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4 The lI racli defense plans called for the gro~itnt forces

[(presumably forewarned and comrietely mubilizi to conti.ain the

Arab ground attack while th A(pemal aided by striking

L ~preemptively, that is, before the Arab attack kiclmed off) would

devote itself exclusively to destroying the Arab air defenses -and

air forces (Safran, 1978). By October 1973, however, it had become

politically impossible for the [.AF to preempt as it had so effectively

Bin 1967. The 1j. S. reaction to the 1AF's deep bombing strdkcs into

Egypt luring the War of Attrition had m.ado clear to the Israeli Cabinet

that Israel would have to absorb the first blow or risk losin- U.S.

I support (Shlaimn and Tantner, 1978). Thiese political rvalities seen-4

not to have much influenced the 'LDF's prveautions; when the October

ý..ack~ began the IAF was innnediately pressed into aupport of the

failing Israeli ground defenses, and was too preoccupied with haltingj ~he gro-und attacks to deal effoctively with, the air dcefenae threata.

The original plan for I.AF invincibility was useless. there wore no

others, and the 1AF wast caim,.ittod to battl@ dziy-by-day. even hour-

by-hour until the Israelis had tu&rned the tide. Simharly, Israel's

Ii plant "or he;ý arm nrd forces woro ina pplivablo ( ecause the Attick

came unc~ipectedly) aa4 inflexirble and uaw orUAblrp (becauoe the attack

that came was not what was e~pectad). rfhec groun forces were forcQd

to IQ&.ru how to fight the war under fire.
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This lack of tactical precautions was not due to a lack of an

undurstanding of the Arabs weapons or the capabilities of the weapons. Nor

was it due to Israeli ignorance of the tactics the Arabs would employ

l(-tich were largely Soviet-based). Indeed, between the 1967 and l973

wars the Soviets' military tactics were a major concern uf the IDY,

a source of many IDF doctrines, and in the case of Dayan, a virtual

preoccupation (LuttwaL-and Horowitz, 1974). Neverthcless, the IProelis

obviously failed to prepare then-selves for the possibility that the Arabs

might use Soviet weapons as the Soviets intended thein to be used, AWd

despite the Israelis' preoccupation with the possibility that they might

have to fight a Soviet intervention force, the event* of October show no

indication th~ut the IDF was preraae4 to do so. Itande) (1 916: 47) concludes,

t ~for example. thtat the IDE' 'planned ic a vacuum, not realixizig the new

twttlefield weapona'devastating impact on their freedom of action.

Had the R'%ssians been dragged into or 'volunteered for" the fighting

(Safran,, 1978.- 139 writes that Dayan anticipated this possibility) th

ID*' would have faced the same devastating tactics executeod otonl

by the students but by their roasters as well. Israel's greatest militAry

successes resulted when the MY' forced the Egyptians to fight a War of

movement and foresake the Soviet defeasive tactics that workod s4

effectivoly it-4 the Sinai.

As in so nany other respect# th* story of precautionary failures

does not apply to the Israeli Navy. Aftor the 1967 war this force was



C(Jllptetly rea rnic.1 with (abrivl c ruino. Misiles rimi u'4tntet.d on1 S.-ar-class

sha Rulf-class fast attack boats and its tactics were revamped to

L deal with the Soviet supplied Osa- and lKornar-class missile boats in the

Syrian and E~gyptian navies. Tito IN was totally successful in dealing

[ with the enerny's tactics and equipment in the October War, destroying

19 Arab vessels including 10 mnissile boats without sufforing a single

L loss (Safran, 19783: 166).

D. Minimi~i the Fý egent Dt)ge 'hoaselmt of the

itscubAti'.)n stage of a disaster is tins tendency to assurme invulnerability,

under estimate htza rrls, a,,d overestimate the capa bilities for de~ling

wh theni. When the occt~rronco of the disatster bevome~s tmdoI4lnIblo,¶ emegenc measres re-,plied 'too little and too late." Years o

IIf4lgýe alaru" p-iovn alaral bvitng uou.nded. Di.ý-renvonta about the

I ~i iicneeofe~iene politting to danger loiAda to tho undere ,auutioa

of warnings. paticularly it the mwor complavent group is mont powerful.

V F~ch of those prohlems vontributvd to the IsrAell disaster.

The laraolis e'early milnitmirod the da-ngevr of Ali Aratb mIltAry

so mtuch so thoat In assullming Ali attack would tmbt ~icidaI they

4.9umv4 s &oi d tha he Ar;Abs "t~uld not attack. ncatula the IDF

~I ~ -aluatod tt% Arabs af. lacapahlo of coodinated. surpriao, and #wift

4ssaulta both the Golan mnd Mlr-Lov defense linesm were thin relative

to the forcov faciapg then. When lowor and higher echokons and outsiders



questioned his estimate of the situation, Zeira stoutly "explained away'

evidence discrepant with his position: Syrian reinforcements were a

goodwill gesture to Jordan or a reaction to the S7rian Air Force defeat,

Egyptian activity was a multi-division exercise, conferences of senior

Arab commanders were efforts to reduce disunity and restore diplomatic

relations. The financial costs of mobilization and the political costs

of preemption prevented the cabinet from responding to these warning

signals. When the "certain" warning signal finally arrived. a

preemptive air strike was not launched, and the general mobilization was

so hurried that forces had to be committed to battle piecemeal and

underequipped.

Stage 3: PrecipitAtin. Event. This event, according to Turner's

disaster theory, concludes the incubation period and: (1) is unpredictable

in the sense that it is generally unexpected (althout~h maay wiAy Suave fore-

cast it), (2) it cannot be disregarded. because its htiedi~te cosoquences

and its unexpectedness arouse attention. (3) it reveals the latent itructt re

SI f the events of the incubation period, uncovering a different set of

properties of these events than were previously assusned (which further

motivates attention). (4) it creates the need for a e mination a"t re-

iaterpretation of the events of the incu•ation period. (S) it reveals un-

preparedness and failures of foresight. (6) It is ultimately found to be

linked with many of the chaias, of disc repant events in the iaciubat,44% period.
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I Turner (19761): 761) asserts that the precipitating cvent "makes it

[inevitable that the general perception of all the discrepant events

in the incubation period will be changed.

Precipitating events and their following physical consequences

[may be either "instar.aanenus" or "progressive" (Turner, 1976b: 763), 1. e.

in the former case the event is followed immediately by disruptive

consequences, in the latter case a series of precipitatinu events follow

[each other and produce a series of surprises and successive readjustment.

The Yom Kippur disaster was of the second type; the Israelis faced a series

Sof surprises: the attack itself, the Arab alliance, the increased effectiveness

of the Arab tactical techniques and fightin- forces. Those surprises had

separate preeipiusting events which kept the Israeli leaders and the IDF

Icommand ,iff b4unue for !evral 4ays, This ')rogvessive Uaractur of

I the disster made It all the worse;ias each surprise was comprehended

and readjustnwnts made. another came along bringing more confusion and

dismay, creating the impression of an over expanding catastrophe. Many

commentators and witaesoo and virtually all the m~ajor Israeli leaders

nwtod the acute and widespread depression in lsrael re4sulting from the

Arab surpriseo. oldA Moeir, for exampbo, wrote (1975):

H The shock wasn't only over the way hI which

the war started, but also the fact that a numnber
of our basic assutptio" were proved wrong...

Ithe circumstances (in the 'pening days of the war)
could •ot p•o•ibly bWen worse (p. Ila) ,,, (TIhe
word "trattta".., mtot accuratoly desocribes the1 national :c'as@ of h'sis And injury ( that porsistcd
-- through ad afterthe war) (p. 437).
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Stage 4: Onset. The immediate consequences of the failure

* follow the precipitating event(s). These occur at varying rates and

intensities and over areas of varying scope. This stage initiates

-* Stage, 5, salvage and rescue operations.

The onset of the consequences of the Yom Kippur disaster

started with Zelira's "certain warning" in the early morning of October 6,

immediately shaking the faith of IsraLel's milaitary elites in the capability

of Military Intelligence. However, the co'nsequences of the various

Israeli failures continued to emerge txiroughout the war and extended

beyond the military and the war itself into Israiel's diplomatic, economic, social

and political affairs.

Stxe-5-Rescue andSalvag: Turner describes this stage as the

'first stage adjustment" 119764: 381), the .ipplication of ad hoc adjustments

t~i the post-collapse situation so that the mimjor features of the failure

can be recognized and dealt with. He write& (1976b: 763) 'prolonged

3 -nAlyses are not undertaken, but only the minimal recognition of changed

circumstances necessary to deal with the immediately pressing problems."

Some of the afflicted cannot make even these adjustments and continuo

to deny the failure.

The story of how the Israelis Improvised their defenses in the

face of the Arab assaults and regained the military initiative in the

October War bear& witness to the adequacy of their rescue and salvage

efforts. The details of this readjustment have little bearing on the

z06
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U [ application of disaster theory to intention estimation failures. Never-

theless, the ad hoc nature and uncertainty characteristic of this stage are

reflected in several events, e.g., Dayan and IElazar's differences on

mobilization and preemption, Ze'irals repeated predictions on October 7

I L and 8 that the Egyptians were ready to run from Gonen and Mendler's
LI

tan chretepeeelcmimnLfrsre ot oa

defenses, the shifting tactics of the IAF. Only the Navy seems to have

[ stuck to its pre-war plans and tactics.

k Stage 6: Full Cultural Readjustn-ent. Turner's theory predicts

Lthat, once the immediate effects of the disaster subside, a major inquiry

0 ~ 7or assessm-ent is conducted, and beliefs and precautionary noints are

adjusted to fit the newly gained view of the wovld. The knowledge which

j Lpermits these revisions was available prior to the disaster buxt its

~. [ significance unrecognized; the catastrophe transforms it into new

configurations. The inquiry results in cultural redefinit-ions aimed

j I at restoring adequate precautions and norms so that the disaster

I 'can no'ver happen again. The success of this effort depends on the

3 agreement among concerned groups on the effectivaness of the proposed

L readjustments. Turner notes that such inquiries tend to uncover error

chains which did not cause the disaster itself, but which couild eventually

have done so had the disaster not occurred when it did. lie also observes

I (19`76a: 339) that sucýh inquiries deal with
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the problem that caused the disaster as it wa6
later revealed and not as it presented Itself to
those involved beforehand. The recommendations,
therefore, treat the well-structured problem defined
and revealed by the disaster, rather than with preexisting,

A ill-structured problems.

The Yom Kippur disaster was assessed by the Agri~nat Commission,

formed to investigate the intelligence failures before the war as well as

the conduct of the Israeli military leadership. The Commnission attributed

the intention estimation failure to (1) the stubborn adherence of Military

Intcigenee to the "conception," (2) the false guarantee of 48 hours

warning, and (3) the incorrect evaluation of evidence, contrary to the

11concoption, "which suggested an Arab offensive. Shlaim (1976: 354) notes

that the Commission explicitly attempted not to fall victim to the tendency

to be wise after the evetit, but he concludes that

to some extent they succumbed to the all
too human tendency of distingtuishing more

4 clearly between signals and noise with

at the time; they dwell on the uigr"Is
which after the event are clearly seen
to hu~ve heralded tho attack. paying
insufficient regard to the plethsora of
conflicting signs which pcintcrd in the wrong
direction.

Chan (1977), Bletts (1978). and Fischhoff (1975) have similarly noted the

limitations imposed by this "hindsight bias" (as well &a other biases)

on the utility of retrospective Inquiries. This bias is examined in

detail in Section 8.
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r Thu six stage sequence model applied ahove to the Yomu Kippur

L Israeli failure to cartectly estimiate Arab intentions can be supplamentod

Lwith a flow diagram of the events leading up to the onsot of the lisaister.

Figure 5-1 is a highly schemiatic mnap to( the events kt-own to the

Israelis prior to the war (shown in solid boxom and lines) as well as

the trnsformation of ths knowledge, or theo latent events, which the

precipitating event reveated (dotted boxes an~d lines). (Thew detaile4

L
ochwtatic on which Figure 5 -1 is based is available fromi the author.1

In Stge 1, the notiosnaily no'rmal itag*. allows t,: h eliefs

regarding th Arabs' iatentlonst btfore the 415 cropIut eventi of the

oftho Isr~alt~i *ero 4ppropriatet. but oalny so long as tho AV340

"1m4do no changoo. For oxn-plo. the Itiraeli Asswption that tho LAV

jcould not 4,- stopped was accurate in the 1967 -970~ period, Wut tt

I ierkeasingly loos. realiotic as the Arab# acquiredt theo SovieWs miost

modern air dofeuaoo. and Soy ot.14ptiati SAM crevo ukoved the air

deffoase tumbrellA up to the CAnal. Whilo tho Israelito were well aware

j I of tho~so ch~an01. thiey 00ea'm aot to ttave rtile4. the on

their ovterall tasumptiono and pl ns.ru rrrciig s~r

I vetutsP aetutuAt whieh Are dioerp~at ut~th te oistiung behef, twrums.

and prcat4i(-uu- Thew acuutuatt3a of these oevutj pr4ucos Mtoro



ame in- --w '- o

W~~~~~~e~ war... b. taP.
411h. *' *be4i~# ~i AeI.~b

*h~shslits
&hotb Ie.*t

Mr~~e Ie I

do 40^4 6 #1 SOPU "i *41bA

Pis 4q.a. h.4o 1n

aLa

... ... ... Ast...

44 ..... ..

4010%**+. 66 0014Tala

II
awo

or'

t .

lib"o



El comflpe~ting4I'~il~t~ of the Aral) intentions which are, rejected(,

L disrugarded, or censored. Tito implications of combinations of

various error ch~ans art. not noted, e. g. *theo ýnc rea sed A ra b ai r

Eli defenses, diplomatic roanvern over preemptive air strikes. and

L the dependence of Israeli deft.nCO Plan3 on tAF air suprcrnacy sawn

* not to have been considered in combination.

IL. The first precipitating event (the "certain warning" in the early

I ' hoarts of October 6) ends the incbAmtion perind and begins to reveal
I ~~the latent str'ucturc undorlying the discrepant ov.mnts of Stage ~

IFor exaplo, the Arab tro-op movements uovr which mtw !h controversy

hail rovblved fromt May through Octobor were now clearly 4ttack formations

Mid stot routim. dotonse or training oxereises. as I-ad 4e-rn itcepted.

Sagt 4 evrsoatv tho onset of the disastor. the in odiato

oquoncos of tho faittro tiegin oveurri~ng. For exam'ple, thfa 1AF

fatdit coulid oot totally do4troy 0.~ Arab air farees and aIr defouses

(a* it had IYA 1967) and it %ad to focus on supporting~ tho growud torcces

dopite, Ito hoavy~ae to tho Arab &AMo and gtm. T-ho Arabs hail

stoppo-d th@ L$IF trout "4tipAtiag thv ia-ttlofiold aa4 tho -kIes.



SECTION 6

INTELIGNCE FAILURES, DISASTERS,
AML KUHINIAN SCIENCE
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r ~INTELIAGENCE F'AILUREIS. DISASTEkRS, AND ICUINIAN SCWkNCE

I ser no reaaon to believe tht-t political
decisioneung~kara a re Ies, raitional,
Nophist~citte, anti mfoti vated to unrln rs-tand
their environmontu than are uciontists.

Robert Jervis, 1976Ilk'lPon my word, Wattson. you are- coming
Along %vanderfully. We have rcally dono
ve~ry well indood. It is true- that you haveill nissitd everythingr of Importanec. but you
have hilt upon the mothod.

Slw-rleek Itolrnes, "A
CZLtre of Identity." 13$91

Thea theory cif 4lsas~toco Lk'4 ttld in Section 6 as a tentative theor

af lntelltgence Walures xid rolated to Kuha'u; aatalyns of setettec. That

ivthevtgoa of di~sastter resemtble thw sOta~ea of secientifie Irgrs anA4

ravwl~titta. This soction arsuers that pre-revohailonary dcienco, pre-

disstr islttioa, ndpredatlure int gellioe arponiwie4 share wdivorsal

problems of obsecrvationw itvd 4nalysis. ?tttdltgence faluxsss may restilt Cromn
'An offort to Uo "Sckntiftc 1 ' hi the attalyW of iatololdoiecf datA-. but intda.

{lou@ outewesjo al4o toen rtae4lt from a "scviteaifii" ;approach.

Tho Traditio&I View of Sciencv: I# the conventioa~l. ewrery4ay

imag sid nc t'tfq rogroota is muad@ iy "lovinga irvet* UV~i

1t~teIMdC@ toward fVIOin lOMieMiic truth by the nwcesslvoW AccuUa~sttlQa

A of factsj. Sc3entIfic progross Ws buit 4*act by fi*.mct h iwcba a brikklayor

1 b414s do p a wall, or In the hWt~q favor4d by htdlwfitdto-.Othor

I ' t~Me it 31ewptutXd or a ttaoaic. lit thio vtow. vclonc@ io a strictly

~ [ tokal procotis. kientivis prapociQ t64ories based ou inductive. loleat

I I" otAservatloaa ut nature. They Uwna cw4din or refute by oxqwrlotawwl

I all



tests hypotheses drawn deductively from these theories. When hypotheses

are refuted old theories fail and new theories and hypotheses are pro-

posed and adapted because of their greater explanatory power. Through

this process of rejecting the false and adapting what is experimentally

true, science slowly and surely completes the entire picture of natural

reality.

The Kuhnian View of Science: In the past few decades historians

and the philosophers of science have utterly discredited this common-

place image of scientific methods. These scholars of the scientific

process no longer view science as the heartless pursuit of objective infor-

mation through experimental falsifications of erroneous hypotheses, but

rather as a creative, intuitive human activity, shaped by its historical

context and the psychologies of the scientists. In thiu view the theories

and beliefs about real' I of scientists are not changed as a consequence

of new discoveries or experiments. New theories are adopted because

they are more complex than old theories, not because they are any

!.1 closer to reality. Instead of a cumulative ac(,aisition of knowledge, this

view sees science as a series of peaceful interludes punctuated by

intellectually violent revolutions. The pattern of peaceful, normal

science evolving toward a violent, revolutionary switch from one

theory to another parallels Turner's (1976a, b) descriptions of disaster

development. The foremost exponent of this modified view of science

is Thomas Kuhn (1970).

Kuhn argues that during the peaceful interludes between revolutions

scientists' work Is guided by a set of consensible (potentially affirmable)

and consensual (in fact affirmed by most qualified scientists) theories,

standards and methods. Kuhn refers to this agreed upon set as a "paradigm.
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The paradigm defines which problems are intern.sting and which

are not, which methods are reliable, which data are worth seeking.

The paradigm is the basis of a research tradition: "men whose research ,y

is based on shared paradigms are committed to the same rules and

standards for scientific practice" (Kuhn, p. 11). These paradigms

govern the peaceful interludes of what Kuhn terms "normal science."

, [ The paradigm provides an exploration plan for the Investigation of

nature's complexities. It points to important puzzles and guarantees

-that, if the paradigm is followed, the parts of the puzzle will be filled

in. Because the paradigms of normal science do work, they attract

adherents from other, competing, scientific activities. And because

the puzzles the paradigmr suggest are sufficiently open-ended, normal

science engages scientists usefully and profitably. Because the paradigms

of normal science provide scientists with a means of consnsual dis-

course, progress is rapid in these periods of normal scientific activity.

Many of the jigsaw puzzles are satisfactorily fitted together. A paradigm

prOLects science from accepting as "scientific facts" data which are only

coincidental and artifactual.

Kuhn argues that these peaceful eras of normal progress do not

last. Scientists eventually attempt to extend the paradigm to puzzles

- which they cannot solve. These efforts yield anomalies which the para-

[ digm cannot solve or even explain. Often such anomalies are present

from the outset of the paradigm but are ignored because they are incon-

vonient in the effort to reach an agreed-upon set of operating principles.

In fact, during normal science, scientists often try to suppress novelties

so that time and effort are not wasted on unpromising paths. Yet against

SIthe backdrop of tho paradigm, the anomalies begin to accumulate and
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stand out, Eventually they cannot be ignored and the paradigm enters

a stage of crisis. In the language of Turnerts disaster theory, normal

science provides the Prst two stages of initial beliefs and norms (paradigm)

which leads to the incubation period (the gradual accumulation of anomalies,

discrepancies, and events which are at odds with accepted explanations).

Normal science, Kuhn argues, is not only successful in develop-

ing efficient and effective solutions to the puzzles which it poses to

itself, but it is also a "uniquely powerful technique for producing

surprises," (Kuhn, p. 52) i.e., new and unsuspected phenomena which

normal science itself cannot immediately assimilate. While the field

will ignore or suppress these surprises, Some scientists are neverthe-

less aware of the anomalies, and will begin an extended exploration of

the area of the anomaly. Gradually, there is an observational and a

conceptual recognition of the anomaly by these few scientists and a

change of paradigm categories and procedures to extend the txploration

of these novelties. These adaptations are often accompaned by resistance

from those scientists who suppress novelty for the sake of agreement on

the scope of the paradigm, and its protection from unsound and ephemeral

"discoveries."

The "crisis" of normal science occurs when the study of the

anomalies begins to demonstrate that the paradigm is failing to solve

its own traditional problems and is increasingly vague and decreasingly

useful in solving the puzzles it has developed. When several pronounced

failures of normal puzzle-solving emerge. a proliferation of new theories,

in direct response to the failures, takes place. Normal scientists

then turn increasingly from puzzle-solving to the discussion of funda-

mentals, i. o., the paradigm itself. Now paradigms arc suggeatod
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which build on the works of those who have excplored the anomalies of

[jthe old paradigm. In s)tort, the crisis of the old paradigm- occurs whent

problems which had long beun recognizerd by the paradlignm and were bo-

L lievod to be solvable are found to be in fact unsolvable within the Para-

L digin. But more important (because puzzles are nover, even in "normal"
times, easily solved) to the onset of crisis is tho discovery of normal

~ scientists that the solation to the unexpected failures had been anticipated,

at least partially, during the period when there was no crisis, by those

V scientists who had (ccused on tunexplained, extra -parad~igmatic,

anomalies. The solutions are secti to have been present before the

crisis generated by the unexpectod failures of the paradigm, but were

~gnrcd beaus th nrw aradigm seems to explain better, or
gnocd Beag ten-wp

eplain more, It wins convorts and the old paradigin loses its grip Onl

The unexpected and unanticipatod failure of the paradigmi to

1'ITurner's a precipitUttng event" atid "difsaster onset." A jpreclpitatisng

event it; (1) Immediate and physical, canaot We *irtgardod. and to

wi mbiguotts, if pvh:*pz contuinug, (2) createti the rocj~ition that

itew Interretatlons ofeet r iadd ~~~srce from 'iong

unipredictablo atid from-t diointr;%tlng an unoxpocti-d iazwapacity in the

old ntethotli of understas4log. In the "dioastor onaet" the e;)aquence$

of failure. occur and. the I~lapse of cultural prctýaution* bcv~ome apparvat"

Kunarguies that when confronted with oven r,ýw d
anomalies iscotisto woever rnouai~e their par441gm nt d tiý,at uzawiAlie*

an cutrexamnples. Kuhn di.ýoctly challei (e h lA iouit t heo

of science propoundied by 1"rl P~opper. which Uolds th-at Otoorvue c~nnAiw
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be confirmed, only refuted and, when refuted in any serious instance,

are abandoned. Kuhm argues that theories are never rejected, they are

exchanged for more satisfying theories:

Once it has achieved the status of paradigm,
a scientific theory is declared invalid only il
an alternative candidate is available to take
its place. No process yet disclosed by the
historical study of scientific development at all
resembles the methodological stereotype of
falsification by direct comparison with nature...
The decision to reject one paradigm is always
simultaneously the decision to accept another,
and the judgment leading to that decision in-
volves the comparison of both paradigms with
nature and with each other. (Kuhn, p. 77)

The consequences of crises as described by Kuhn are quite similar

to Turner's description of the "full cultural readjustments" that occur in

the wake of disasters. Kuhn notes (p. 84) that the effects of crises miy

not be recognized consciously by scientists. The transition to a new

paradigm is sudden and completes "paradigm changes ... cause

scientists to aec the world ... differently" (p. i 11). Kuhn uses the

visual gestalt shift as an *'elementary prototype" of whAt occur* in

full-scale paradigm shifts: the scientists do not see something as

somcthing else, instead, they simply see it.

Looking at the moon, the convert to Copvrnicanism
does not say. "I used to 00e a planet, bat now I
see a satellite." That locution would i•mply a oense
in which the Ptolemaic system had once beeo
correct. Instead, a convert to the now astronomy
raye. "v once took the moon to be (or #aw the moonas) a planet. hut I was "Arf-taken." (Kuhn•. 1.|15)

What had been cofuin and chaotic before the par~gats hift iv now

perceived as well-defined by the now paradigm.

Even though scientists with a uw& paradigmi will be onfident

that the crisis -pto4ucin. anenualies are now mastered,. they sMill cendiou

new AUtahlios. Even the evidence that oastensihly suiports the new
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paradigmn may be unruly: as Kuhn puts it (p. 135), the scientists will

Shave "to beat nature into line," with the now-paradi, gnm.

Science and Other l'ields: Kuhn (pp. 207-40) cautions that

1 although science nmty experience cycles of tradition and revolution like

other fields, it Is inappropriate to conclude that science itself is like

other fields, e. g., art. It is appropriate then to ask how science Is like

I L disasters and how disasters and science may be like Intelligence failures.

Disasters may be thought of as failures of social engineering,

[ L.I.e., a failure in the application of physical and social sciences to

practical everyday problems. Similarly, intelligence failures can beIthought of as parts of (because players other than intolligence actors are

involved in what come to be called intellihencc failure3) a failure of

foreign policy engineering, i. e., a failure in the application of social

nd political sei-inces to practical probloms of diplomacy and analysis-.

in all three cases of Kuhni4n science, disaster, and intelligence failure,

.1 ~ previously successful and "ompirically confirmoed" theories and methods

1] are discovered to be inadequate and, after a erisis/di•aster/utrategic

failure a now perspective develops which provides a more satisfactory

oxpiAtion of evoe*s than that provided by the old theorie (i. Q.,

paradigm). In all throe ce#as, the new paradigm tends to be auticipated

11 bWfore the crisia by a stall minority that In. igored or •uppre#sed by3 tthe majority. After the crisis and the adoption of the now world view.

atatinbiin'nml poesbisaaiiwhcparadigmatic attntdion to escientic uorms. procodures and rulesl guides

~ the practitioners. The "OW"1 confusing oboervation. now maiwk sense,

awd the "new" evniusing Anotnaimta data are ignored or suppre•sed.

unwitl the nextA crisis. In each of there. throe areas theore io the strong
Si.tHi - -Z1-
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motivation to behavi scientifically, to treat problems dispassionately,

and to consider data objectively. What Kuhn argues, and what we are

extending to two other "applied scientific" areas, social engineering and

intelligence, Is that the normal contexts which permit prog1i: s and

successful problem-solving also produce confusing anomalies which are

not easily attended or understood within those contexts until they

accumulate into a crisis.

Coping with the Normal Context: The normal science protects

science from spurious, coincidental and artifactual data. By explicitly

judging some research as extra-paradigmatic ard excluding its results

from a serious hearing, normal science preserves itself for the most

promising pathways. Thus normal science at the same time Insures

effective progress and insures that scientists will tend to uverlook some
anomalous research findings that will eventually lead to crisis. Is there

any way around this paradox that the most efficient path seems to lead

to an ultimate disaster?

Two obstrvations offer some prospect that normal science can

operate in such a way as to adapt to anomalies at the same time that it

guards ugainst extraneous, Irrelevant data. That is, normal science

may be able i postpone some crises by anticipating them through a gradual

accommodation of the paradigm to anomalies. In essence these observa-

tions recommend alterations in the institutional practice of normal

science which yield such science better (but not entirely) able to cope

with anomalous results. Given that scientists (and social engineers

and Intelligence officers) must have frameworks, these observations

suggest how scientists might see beyond the limitations on their vision

that these frameworks create.
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Li
Translations: Kuhn (1965: 266) argucs that the crisis of paradigms

Iiinvolves a process of persuasion and conversion and that thiCs process is

S~impeded by "incommensurable" languages. That is, the adherents to the

old, "normal" paradigm, and the advocates of the-new theory share much

SI Lin common as scientists, researchers, and even as judges of theories.

However, they do not share a common viewpoint on the matter under

ILdebate and they cannot use the language of their own theory to refute or

negate the theory of the other. Although this problem becomes obvious

as opponents attempt to communicate, it is more than a linguistic

problem and cannot be resolved by stipulating a dictionary of troublesome

terms. Kuhn (1970: 201) describes the means scientists use to overcome

this problem of incommensurable languages:7i

The techniques required are not, however, either
bLrcalghLiucward, or cuoimfortable, or parts of Lhe
scientist's normal arsenal. Scientists rarely
recognize them for quite wvh.t they are, and they

-seldom use them for longer than is r-quired to
induce conversion or convince themselves that
it will not be obtained.

Briefly put, what the participants ... can
do is recognize each other ao members of
different language communities and then become
translators.

I Kuhn sees this as a process of determining which terms are the foci of

L differences and attempting to use common terms to see how the other

would respond to varioua controversial elements. This effort involves

becoming a good predictor of the other's behavior: "each will have

learned to translate the other's theory and its consequences into his own

E [language a. d simultaneously to describe In his language the world to

which that theory applies" (Kuhn, 1970, p. 202). While such a trans-

lation process does not automatically lead to porsu.• sion or conversion,

it seems to clear the path for both.

Ii
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Kuhn discusses this translation effort as taking place In the con-

text of crisis. If frameworks are to be made les;s restrictive before

crises occur, this translation process would have to take place more

*often during the "normal" operation of science. The question then is

how to "move up" translation from its usual position as a consequence

of crises to a more foroward position as a routine part of normal

science. [An analysis of "devil's advocates" in intelligence work in

Section 10 will develop this translation concept.]

Strong Inference: John Platt (1966) recommends a form of

scientific investigation which seems to Include some steps toward the

translation process which Kuhn describes. Platt defines strong inference

.. applying t.Ae following steps to every problem,
formaLlly and explicitly and regularly:

(1) devising alternative hypotheses:
(2) devising a crucial experiment (or

several of them), wit)' aternative possible
outcomes, each of which will, ais nearly as
possible, exclude one or mijre of the hypotheses.

(3) carrying out the experiment so as to
get a clean result; and

(1') recycling the procedure, making sub-
hypotheses or sequontial hypotheses to refine
the possibilities that remain: and so on.

Platt acknowledgos that the testing of multiple Ihypotheses is not now but

is frequently neglected In favor of "method -vritcntvdll rather than

"problem--oriented" research. Although these methods are taught

widely. ho argues they are not systematically applied and do not form

the core of research except in a few fields of scelnce.

A central aspect of this strong Inference process according to

Platt is that It takes place in "hIuh-infort-ation" fields. Those are

[ characeoriv-ed by vast dotail 4nd complexity, andi research undortakest
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wilthout any pro-analysis of various• theorertical outromes would lead toSyears of low-payoff research. Because, experiments In these fit-Ids can

S~be so potentially unproductive, scientists attempt to "thin~k through" each

ex•periment in detail from all theore:tical perspectives before ac:tually con-

l [i ducting it. The consequance ia a snore dJefinitive tist of the various

w U

theoretical viewa Involved, and less watted (i. ot. ambiguous) leptri-

I m,,ntal effort.

4 1 The rc.poris•notal conside ration of multiple hyvothcse• has the

advantage of forcing tho practicing "normal" sci•ntist to translate

various theories Into correaponding torms, so 4Mht disprooef and discos-

firmatiuns ta•k place in, a single context rather thau in separate paraidigms.

The scienti•:t is 4lso tfrctd to 4uo beyond a single method int his eftort to

clarify a single problvm. As a result, a variety of techniiques are

IbcvLýght into a p~r.tcQditn and pt4t to u4e:. In additlio, the4 otr-no Infu rcxPwe

ljethaw d subjects a41 experiawttal methods to A eritical scrutiuy so as to

elitsinato artilactual data. This loovens the scointiots' cotnssitsuoat to

1the details of the paradigm. Mps importautly, it facuseo attention oa

the logic oa f WlVs•tioss and disproof, ?.nd deom@phasiaos cosiimution

Sand effortt to support a hypothesis. The sentcbio ' e€offots as' Cou-

centratod ont anticipatin the reason why hiN absorrationo will havo oae
ifomr or another aad wot ont fitting the data to 4 particul•r h epithosis.

L(Theo vucceosful u3e of muabt44pe hypotheses6 is theO QOttimathisia of Wintntions

6 OYAmhnAU4WSaCUQios7.)
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SECTION 7

AND COME TO LICHT: EXAMPLES AN"D ANALYSIS
OF SUCCESSFUL ESTIMATLS OF INTENTIONS

iZ'1

sk: I1
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AND) COME TO LIGHT: V-.XAMPIIN'S AND) ANALYSIS
Or $UCCESSVUL ESTIMATES 0OF INTENTIONS'

4 II It I. very difficult to myake accurAte
prociicttoas, especially about the future.

[ ~Niels Blohr
What cnablcs: the wv~t sovorehin and thei: gcmd 14m#?rl to striko antd conqi~cr. and
achievec tainun; beyond the reach 4f ordinary
men, is for oknow ledge.f F Sun Txu
For noth-tin Is hid that Ohall not be nrnds
nntnifest, nor anything teecrot L-hat shall
not be kn-own Aad Come( to light.

This soctionv cotmplcmeattt Se.ctiou 4, which at~se~ssd intelligonce
f~itu~et 44"4i4, t@VHJ911ý aiit Uete $ .$rif4Y, thgev:

I entnphts of ouccos;-aul esothnatlens of enonmy Intti~onlu are described

tsn dotail. Each eotamplo I* then &nalyk±0,n to dot§4rnda the ulothods.

praoeuros. and uwutiti pruoesses which seemt to have ctonrihuted to tho

ouvcces. This sectiou claoses with a summary of the features coa'titon

and uniqueo to tho throe exampleat.

thooare few deocripttons of intontiou @4gimatlon ucess And ala

thuhthere are many exAsnp1o of suc-!osMf ostlmatien of ounemy

intoion. ttore4rever NwdotierIptioas of the'te ouccesses that pro-

$14 __fcotdtlst h'dia uih4it h
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estimation process. It is our bielief that these are the most complete

methodological accounts of successful intention estimation availal.

Nevertheless, even these accoun~s eave many methodological Issues

unaddressed and none was written with the purpose of comparing

successful estimation to efforts which fail. or with ultimately assessing

why some methods succeed while others do not.

The three accounts which provide the examples for this section

are George's (1959) Prop!;Anda Analysis: A Study of Inforencen Made

from NarZi Prt 0Aenda in World War 11, Beesly's (1977) Very Special

Itlijkence: The Story of the AdznirAlty's Onerational Itelligncrc

Centre 1939-1945, and Jones' (1978) The Wirar4 War-, Oritish Scientific

Juteflizenc-' 193I9-1945, All three authors participated in the intention

estimation successes they describe and each attempts to explicate how

such succezese were attained. Ocesly's anid Jones' accounts were

written as hIstoric#, George's account is a social science study which

Attempts to descritw the Inferential mittha.v used 4y pro.Ag# anaatly to.

While each of these accouits deveribe% estituatos of enemy

intentiona, differert types at intontious *otr# boia predicted In each

case. Tito propaaan44 analyst* ioeused priov wily an the prpgavulla.

strategic a&d political intentions of the Natis. The Operatiaoa1 Intel-

ligotw. Centre of the liritish Adntiralty was Attempting to predict futuro

4 ~Germa& V-boat ntavove. R. V. Jowae was attempting to predict Pourc

-~ Gerntau weapons and how and wher~e they would be usod.

Mudtho roadeor be aware of doesriptic-no of iMontion outimav-
tion soue@*-ai~ which containt dta~ils of the :nethodo. inorencom.
deduction#. prftoduorw routittoo. etc..* which triwt*,4ed to the, ostimates,
the authur of this pzkpor would bo oxrtoenwty Crake-Al U thooe wero broughkt

to h6 attentio*n. Outnwo (1979) ;And lt1m1#0Y jJ171) wt~re rocirivei4 too 11
to be irltded.



E.STIMATI NC NA41I INTb'NTIONS: GEORtGE~ L'iilLAiiMAANflAflY,

C We live in an age of intenso propaganda...

to trna oalo..,I1, to court d~isator..
ltvttuor to sharpen the it in order bettor
to apprevc -is trttth tha-t lies conceoaled Art

.-,;ny a verbal distortion.

C, C. Pratt

One ritaxt know how to color one's actions
atut to be aL great liar and dtcaiver.

I Niccoi, bvt~st-Iia Valll

Du~riftg Woirtd WV4r It tho tAsk of rtnoitoring and reporting~ or,

tho r1%44: totinetofa' other natbjas fell to the I'oreign

i$ruadvast Inttsdiigenc.ý Service (VHIIS) of theo U.S. Vedc-7ral Corntnmuniiet Ions

I Cntni~iot. itacdtisnto rnporting eneemy 4ro~advA-its, V?41$uU

j ýtx tu4 ' pruipctwvna 4a*4tr~gt to smnonntr:~e thae eontezt -4ad to

Intterpret Wtathjitotgans otratteay. and ea!elabtioue behhtd pr~ij4#&I commt4ctltons" (QGtgrao, 19$9: vil).

The F'BI$Aot~ihnas George served as A jur~ot analyst

to the Antý4y#'i Divtilau of FBI$t ;ad coedi~tribuad to 4;04e of the -twit@#

Sjwh!vIch Ie daorto to analyse in d4tMl after the wa for the, RAND

Curpertatioa. To doeterua@ the ii~vuracy oA thyVM its ifortacos ho

#I sl@ct0d 4 pa-)o 0 crtittl4(jo§ of NAtk Prap.4dgadA 444 n~teAmhcd tIetm

Aag& 4 i rolevant '4solritc~ Cvioftco of Narn kcwtdut dtiring kho war.

f ofa $s wrig,001ea of tha t15 wtwkic AgoAd 1 etw che4 ijflo, Uti: w wore eo:::ct. Of ho tuti"eldjt w 4

Flt ttf#0td wort2od4&yA aow* ttndr tltnI title o o~

1rtadcait taocattws" $or"vic and the 4Wp1AV,0, 0i tur Centnal ImcIaulnatco



these estimates are considered here.) A variety of Nazi intentions

were estimated in George's sample. The plans for the use of the V-

weapons, German preparations for hostilities with Brazil, German

plans regarding Spain and Spanish Morocco, the prospects for German

offensives against Russia, the possibility that Germany would denounce

the Geneva prisoner-of-war convention, were among the Nazi elite

actions predicted on the basis of propaganda analysis. George's study

attempted to "codify the procedures they [FBIS analysts] followed in

making inferences" (p. xi). It was possible, according to George, to do

this for the procedures followed to infer future enemy actions, but it was

"less feasible" to characterize how the analysts inferred the meanings

behind Nazi propaganda. However this poses no problems here as it is

the analysts' efforts to estimate intended actions that are %he subject of

this section..

The Diagnostic Approach: George likened the work of the FBIS

analysts to medical diagnostic techniques and concluded that hi.s codify-

ing efforts madc only some aspects of the FBIS techniques more

explicit. Further, he noted that the analysts began with "no blueprint

of procedures for drawing inferences about the intentions and calcula-

tions of the propagandist from his communications," and that the

methods ultimately developed werco not "entirely systematic" and "rested

to a considerable extent on the intuitive skill and judgment of [the]

expert" (p. x-xi). Despite never being fully articulated during the war,

the FBIS techniques, although creative and intuitive and lacking a

systematic basis or doctrine, did adhere to several methodological

regularities, and, George concluded, were based on an explicit model

of the Nazi propaganda process.
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Estimation Objectives: Three tynes of predictions made by the

FBIS are relevant to the estimation of intentions, using "intentions" in

the broad definition of Section 2: enemy (1) estimates, (2) expectations,

and (3) policies, plans and actions. George labels the latter intentions

3
(P. 16). FBIS estimates included what the Na::is believed were the

Allied capabilities and intentions as well as the Nazis' estimates of the

various situations and problems they faced. Nazi expectations included

the forecastp and predictions the Nazis used to make their plans, and

included forecasts regarding events the Nazis controlled as well as pre-

dictions about events over which the Nazis had little influence. The Nazi

"policies, intentions, and actions," George defined (p. 16) a5:

national policies ... to govern the use of military,
economic, diplomatic, political, and propaganda
instruments of power for the purpose of reaching
certain objectives. The specific moves under-
taken .. are ... "actions. " The term "intentions"

indicate(s) both future actions which th, regime
decided upon and the objectives behind current
actions.

Assumptions: The FBIS analysts made several basic assumptions

about the relationship between the Nazi propaganda system and the

political decision-making system (p. ZO). First, propaganda content

was a resultant of the operations of both systems and, second, that the

former system operated in a subordinate, auxiliary relation to the

latter. Three additional assumptions were made -egarding this

relationship:

i3
3 Estinates of these three types comprised 22 percent of the 729

inferences in George's sample from one two-month period, March-April
1943. The remaining estimates dealt with events affccting Nazi be-
havior and propaganda and with propaganda strategy, George, 1959:
17 fn. 2.
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1) Propaganda was used as an instrument of policy in a

highly purposive and deliberate way to implement

policy goals.

2) The goals and strategies for the propaganda were

closely coordinated with Nazi policy calculations,

estimates, expectations, and intentions.

3) All propaganda was under the centralized control of

the Propaganda Ministry.

A further assumption was also made regarding the nature of the

influences on this policy - propaganda relationship: it was assumed

that (p. 24)

Variations in the content of Nazi propaganda
were more likely to reflect changes in
situational factors and in. Nazi policy calcula-
tions than changes in the basic ideological and
cultural determinants of behavior.

The FBIS Analysts' Model: The aspects of Nazi action which the

FBIS analysts were attempting to predict were seen as "the major

unstable variables" in the propaganda system. The analysts, using their

expert knowledge of the stable elements of the Nazi system -- the

culture, ideology, values, habits, predispositions, and perceptions of

the Nazi leaders -- placed the unstable aspects into a coherent relation-

ship to each other and to the stable "background." The main relation-

"ships are shown in Figure 7. 1. On the bottom line of this figure are the

relatively stable background factors. The diagram shows how these

were believed to influence the seven unstable elements which produce

the propaganda content and which the FBIS analysts were attempting to

estimate (shown In the middle line of the figure). As the arrows Indicate,

the analyst's task was to infer from the content characteristics of tho

Z30
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Figure 7. 1. Conceptivil rnod(A re~lating propatganda -;yqt(.,m to' poliy-
iimaking 3ystcm usecd by ~ir'IS aiutlysts. (Froiv George,
U 1959: 53)
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Elitc Political Behavior P"0patanda BIehavior

~ IFactor .- * EntaUIte exc'- to of rn * 'W' - cctive C- harac-
Packy Stacvterstkc

Ge~rdiz~~s O~r~sto~iOpetatiam4
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propaganda back to the unstable intention or policy. Intervening between

the content and this conclusion were inferences about the propaganda

behavior of the Nazi. system.

This figure shows two stable background aspects as directly In.

iluencing the inference of Intention and policy: the operational code.

and the operational propaganda theory of the elite. The former refers

to the general rules of political strategy and conduct which the elite

employ and to the enemy elite*' in-age of the opponent. The latter refers

to the. enemy elitts' and propagandists' beliefs about the capabilities

* - and linitations of propaganda as an Instrument of policy and their

general image of the a'adianccs which they addressed.

The figure also makes clear that the unstable element of propa-

ganda behavior was believed to intervene betwoen the beha~vior the FflIS

analyst -as observing (propAganda content) and the element the analyst

vas esttirAting, namely intentions and policy. Situational factors would

inlueuce both the propaganda strategy and the. intontions; #eparatiurg the

relative impact of the situation on these two aspects of the Nazi systema

posed a major challenge.

t The E~stimation Pr~s#: The first stop in the FI~IS technique

was "to establish the piopaganda goal or strategy underlying the specified

* content" (P. 40. 48). 1. a.. to explain the purpose of the propaganda

behavior. As Figure 7. 1 suggests three :ouwces of laformtiun ari

applied totinfierence: tenature adcnetcIthe cmuiain

the analyot'sA knowledge of the situational factors affecting the NarA

S. system, and his knowledge of the Mat~s' propagandla habit* &ad skills.

liaving explained the propaganda goal. the 4nalyist turau to the

task of Wofrriag the Naaiis' policiosi or In estiona taehisul tho prjpitanda.



Hero the analyst applcie his knowiedge of the elite operational code,

the elite operational propaganda theory, and the -ituational factors.

The first and second of these are based on the analyst's observation

jof the enemy elite, in effect, the :nalysi has answered two questions;

how has the elite translated epectationv and estimates into policy and
plans in the past pdetermined from a study of elite writing and action),

IL and how have plans and intentions been turned into propagAnda Id(-rived

empirically frorn past Nazi propaganda efforts). With this background

L image of the elite's habits and his I-nowledge of the situation which con-

fronts the elite, the analyst infers the enemy policy or intention., anid

how the anvniy perceives the present situation it fces, i. L., the

" analyqt infers the ene.my's epectattnns ad istirnatos.

Ras*ically the analyst is reafsoning from either end at Figure 7.1,

[ niiag the Nazi propaganda behavior and Also the sitttational factors as

clues to the unstable factors tsuch ao intentions. Using his background

k knowledge of stable Nat habits, beliefs, and kiIlls, the analyst

"fornulate( ) alternativo hypotheses or inferences against which to

weigh availAb41 evidence ... (or to delimit tho range of types of

batiorwhich th14 olite is likoly tu ditiplay" (p. st).

George decribehs how thio Posentially cir•cu•r mental model of

the Na4410 policy 4nd prapa,.Aoda sylatemswa AVutillizedt.

the investitater (aflalysti Mttemptsi to AppF"KhxIVhtt

reer~al of hypaothletica ouvcmom. Chauge.. in
the v4lue of one or more vAri,-*hs atr po-tulated

I . ... in order to 4ppr~lse the Ituences, f any.

fur odwor v~rriatdv.. S i vle 4sm o h
Since the a4alyst kuouw (or blevews he does) tho v~lu t-me of 0hW

twstablh variablos, aPA he knar-,s the goenral -elatiovthlp* botwoen the

i.niI4hlv and stable variablo., he kAi aak bow the enemy actor tmwight

-!Z3
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behave given these known factors. The analyst attempts to determine

what novel features of the present situation might influence the enemy's

view of the situation, which leads, in turn, to the analyst's estimate of

how previous generalizations about hocw the enemy usually'behaves must

be modified in view of the situation at hand. George describes this

process:

The propaganda analyst examines ... the
propaganda communications ... to identify con-
tent features which may be the consequences of
a particular choice of action in that situation.
The scanning of propaganda communications proceeds

in intimate conjunction with the rehearsalin the analyst's mind of alternative inferences
( .W antce:•A.ent conditions. ... (V)arious

content features of the propaganda may be
tentatively regarded as indicators of various
possible action responses. In many cases, con-
tent characteristics which "indicate" (permit the
analyst to infer) the propagandist's goil or
strategy c..n be readily spotted. The task then
becomes to infer other unstable components, or
antecedent conditions, of the action. (p. 60)

NJevertheless, as George warned (p. 91), "inferences as to what the

propagandist is trying to say and wi the propagandist is trying to say

it are not ne.tly discrete."

Coping with Circularity: The FBIS analysts made no sh~xrp

distinction* In using this model between the descriptive and the in-

fereatial phases of their estimation effort (p. 93). Nor was there a

commitment to use some variables only as dependent and others as

independent. The circular approach FBIS employed risked "analytir

bias," the possibility that an analyst's hypothesis, formed early in the

description of the propaganda content, determines what he subsequently

regards as significant (p. 93) in the estimate of Intentions.
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George described (p. 93-4) how the analysts attempted to off~set

IA this potential weakness in their use of a mental model of Nazi propaganda:

... (T)he disciplined analyst guards against
it in several ways. He does not read through
the propaganda materials just once but rereads
as many times as necessary to satisfy himself
that the inference he favors is consonant with
all of the -elevant portions and characteristics
of the original propaganda material; he considers
not just one inferential hypothesis in reading and1_1 rereading the original propaganda materials but
also many alternatives to it; and he systematically
weighs the available evidence for and against each

•[ [of the alternative inferences.

Thus the results of his analysis explicitly or
implicitly include not merely (a) the favored
inference and the content evidence for it but

:I also (b) alternative explanations of that content
evidence, (c) other content evidence which may
support alternative inferences, and (d) reasons
for considering one inferential hypothesis more

plausible than others.

Trend Analysis: The analyst's generalizations about Nazi habits

played a central role in the estimation of specific intentions. These

generalizations were constructed and updated by analyzing trends and

tendencies in the Nazi use of propaganda. They formed the basis to

answer these questions: when and for what types of actions propaganda

was used, which audiences were addressed for which types of action,

what propaganda goals were pursued for different audiences and actions,

which commtwication channels were associated with different types of

action (p. 133). Thczie empirically verified generalizations formed the

background information against which the analysts assessed specific

jpropaganda behavior. To these patterns of observed Nazi behaviors

the analysts added other possible propaganda patterns which might be

linked to various enemy actions.
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The V-weapons, A Comparative Example:. George compares

the efforts of a British propaganda analyst (who used the F BIS technique

described above, -but unde-r. different circumstances) to predict Nazi

intentions and actions regarding the V-weapons with the efforts of FBIS

analysts. This comparative example demonstrates how the FBIS

method was most effectively applied as well as illustrating some of its

potential weaknesses. The British report, shown in Figure 7. 2, was

based solely on German propaganda and was the result of a specific

request for a retropsective'analysis on secret wea.pon propaganda.

George checked the accuracy of these estimates against histori-

cal records. Inferences 1 a-6~ accurately reflected the Nazi expectations

for the new weapon. This estimate that the secret weapon threat was

4
real was based on the fundamental observation, frequently verified,

that Nazi propaganda never deliberately misled the German people

about an increase in German power. Therefore, claims being made

for the secret weapons to the home audience could be accepted ab,

reflecting the elites' own expectations. Infer nce f was also accurate.

Inferences g and h were based on the fact that references to reprisal

weapons stopped suddenly after 19 August and again after 10 September.

Jubt prior to these dates Allied bombers attacked. tho research facility

~That rocket weapons were a potential threat had been accoptod
by the flritiah War Cabinet meeting of Z9 June (Jones, 1978: 343-6) at
which it was decided to bomb Poonemunde, the Nazi rocket research center.

a 5 George was unable to confirna f, but Jounvs (1978; 350) account
indicates this estimate was largely co rrect. A spy in the Corn-an
Army weapons offive reporked la August that the rocket attack would
begin 20 October. This report was made before the RAF raid an

Poonvimunde on 17-18 August.

236



~ rrigure 7. Z. Report of flritiuh prop~aganda tinalyst on Nazi s;ocret
weapofl§, issuot 8 Novenihar 194), seven nionth.4 be~ore

I the V-weapons were used (f roin George, 1959:; 147.-1).
The "fl-day" In the re'port rofers to the day on which the

Nazis planned to n-ake firut use of tho secret weapon.

1. t m j~yrý,rosonbl dobtthat Germany possesses an offensive weapo
wb.%h hiar lWaders believe:

11a) Is of a tyn~o unknown to the Allies.
4'Ib) Cannot be countered within a short period.
~ Ic) Wlli be used for the first tin-e on a icalc sufficienit to

produce very striking results.
d) Will create in E-ritish ciLios havoc at lea-st as groat as

4 ~thtAt io Guz-:anis cities, ttnd probably nsiach gruater.
c)Will have a :nore shocking effect upon civilians than

air-bombing on prestant scalca.

2. It is f~urthter highly pro~bable thatt:

0) fly the ond of May pr~rtiot~s (or the ase of this
wearan were past the oxporhuental stgag.

3. It Lis turthergyuhade that:
h)Strtin curd owo he3dadabdte-t

of Septe%-nher which further postponed D-day.

1q4 The4 seh lae fr tha thfensivde wepf has lago. trIn t t

roatontotht for a typo orc tywayi of thfenfirs tes
we,3poa an there~yl loaieht nwU be p~ ~A aro oi twoumnh
i~ ~ ~ ~~on ph ogtQ lid rt o attacksdt prce' Gegrmad

sligtlylasscauion

4. t my h 4tatve1 eiimato those Oarliempeios 1(an:o@Votti

:0 aerOa ~the "iattr use.. arc-Stotowbto

Larlius use. inin theclattr.

TU- Attit fo h a¾iMdt fus-Ighodprl pt qi~e



and the launching sites, respectively, for the V-weapons, slowing down

the production of the rockets, although the analyst was unaware of these

raids or their effects.

Inference i was based on a change in lierman propaganda after

19 August in which the Nazis predicted now antC*-bomber defenses would

be ready before the use of the secret offensive wvipons against England.

Prior to 19 August the retaliatiot! weapons were not mentioned together

with defensive developments. The conjunction of the two after 19 August

suggested that the priority of the defense was in excuse for lagging

offensive developments rather than due to a speedup in defensive

devvlopments.
6

Estimate 4 George labeled (p. 145) "amazingly accurate." Using

data from George and Jones (1978: 339, 350. 374) the dates predicted

by the Naxis for D-day at various times (and reported to Jones by

secret agents in the Third R~eich) can be compar'ed with the analyst's

reconstruction .run Nazi propAganda:

Date of Nazi British reeonstruetic-n
Na~I Prediction of of Nazi Prediction
P~edlction D-day fro Propaganda

June 1943 era4 i•!y 1943 mid-September 1943
August late Octolwr-Nov. early October
September eurly Docember
November March-April 1944 mid-January 1944 (+ one

month)
to mid-April (! two months)

TVeso deducti-wu of the Na3i leaders' estimatos wore based an

the analyst's general observation of one elmneot of Kal operational

CGotrma def0"es t hnet Britinsh night Wtihnt did isnprove In
1944 due to tw tumthods and equip-wat (Ju ;17 8. ch. 4U1.
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propaganda thieory; namoly that Prtop~agaunda Mi-nis~ter Goobbel's wils

"careful not to givc the Germnal public a promise of re~taliation too far

. 1ahead of the date on which the pron-ise could be fulfilled" (George,

1 1959: 145), an insurance against disillusionmenet on the homef ront. Thec
analyst calcul~ated Goebbols wv~uV. alluw about three mnonths in advance

I L of the fact in describing a retaliation capability.

~ ILFUIS estinmates of the V-weapons were of "lower calibre" than the
Bratish report, according to George (p. 146), for several reasons.

LFirst, FBIS did not attempt to ro much beyond description of V-weapon

f ~propaganda. It was assumed that inferencets about the existe~nce,

nature, targets, and operational dates of now weapons uare the province

I of other intelligence agencies. Further, FI3IS implicitly assunmed
"that it is simply not possible to dcedu~o fromn more propaganda, threats

I whether such weapons actually exi~t" (Goeo&ge, 1959:- 168 fn. 17).

This lack of an effort to draw tw-N-a insightful inferences from

1 prpaganda was reinforced by organizational relations. FBIS was not

atiked to coordinato its cfforts with othur aguncies whereas the Britioh

h I astalyst wa~s requestod to construct hi3 estimata 3o that it could be corn-

parod to othor Intelligence.

1int nNa rla~n4hbt wore probably much QleiArer toth
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Third, a general reluctance to go beyond description inhibited

the FBiS effort to construct and test various hypothetical estimates of

the German secret weapon effort. Although FBIS analysts were aware

of the fact that propaganda was never used to mislead tCe Germans

about German power, FBIS did not note the relevance of the Nazi

propaganda commitment to retaliate with secret weapons.

George also faults FBIS for not using trend analysis as did the

British analyst, especially with respect to the negative (nonoccurrence)

evidence of the lack of reprisal threats after 17 August and 10 September.

Again, it is highly likely that the piecemeal practice of FBIS. in contrast

to the systematic retrospective method of the British, led '!'BIS to rely

on their impressionistic analysis rather than the more quantitative

Blritish approach. Negative vidence is impossible to detect except

against the perspective of a long background ot normal activity.

Both the Uritish and FI$1S were aware that Nazi propaganda was

preoccupied with German morale and that public skepticism te:Wued to

set in IU the Nazisi were unable to deliver in a reaontable on thir

propaganda threats. However, Goebbels' propagand4 operational tVtoory

was neither noted or applied by FU]S to the V-wapc~n casi, to Ott-mino

the Nazi predictions for D-day. The reluctance of the FUBS analysts to

formulate estimates and check competing inferences. their Isolation

from other intelligence efforts, and their week-by-week productiwi

schedule all combined in their overlooking this ceatral evidence and Its

implication for deducing the ?t~ai,' eatimatea.

Characteristica of the FBIl Method-Strengths: The FUIS technique

was based on wi4lieit models of Na4i political and propaganda behavior.

Thosa mod•ls wer, built up frent empirical obsrvaiona oai4 roduvO4 to
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~ [1 *'able' gutterultzations. Against thi'K explicitly korfmulA~d Iiarkgrour4

½- ~the FiItS analyst thun aasno& td a sipocific piece of propaganda and,

Iusing what Geturgr terms the "Iogic-o(-the-situation' (thit.s the lIkely

Li impact of situational forces) atterupted to inter the unstable variables

Li which produced the propag, ida.t

Using there models, the analysts "testud" a variety Of in~tentIon

[ gtint~znea against the goneralixattons and tho logi1c;-of -tile -Iitu;4tuIan to

determnine how well each alternative fit. Although tvahe;nthudvlogy

I .tended to tic circular, this oxp-rcas attention to compoting QxPlanation

was S""n as a safoguard againsot analytic bias.

Thits :othodolo yv nad the -Adntage of being a14le to cope more

SIrapidly with chAnges in poslitical or p ropo- tanda strategy by the Nanis
than, WvOQ1 a Contolete reliance orn a qVAktitAtive "1wthod (t. (a., whait

would Aznluu*4 to u'ýng mndy the! generdhaztion* to drAw iaieoroneos while

ignoring the situational andW "rstable- partR of thr4 nwdoels). flecauore the

models% Included the background generidltations, the FBI$ analyst had

the benefit of the trend and toeaveny informtationi (including nogativ.

evidone) thoe aen4H44ioati provided. as well as the floxiiility

-hih tto tsabl pat o to t.%dlaprovld#trU to deal with a wily and

deceptive pow propagandist. whose todeacioo or ottrateios tntgl4

j f Oeorge (p. 6.41 If$ 0 li4n t M IUS methotd to Mosaic rcoca-

I istrutwtluz a fairly co*wonn 4s%4t _ (4alog with jigsadw puxrloo) for

fillitte inf. i*r asiaigft'g a vtdtw to. oach of the
I I. .ntAjor nasitable viblsWhich 41-0elsat Arlrady
1 ~known, and uuppafling thin rwte"netrtwtetlo bth

by neahtt unsa 4yloi-ith-Iutc

I nscssiiou41
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This analogy of mosaic or jigsaw puzzle solution has been attacked by

scholars of .intelligence failures (see Section 4) as a method leading to

analytic biases: the analyst picks pieces of evidence to fit his precon-

ceptions and ignores evidence which conflicts with his preferred

hypothesis. That is, the analyst creates the mosaic (jigsaw) he wants

to create. There are two aspects of the FBIS method as George

describes it which would tend to prevent It from being such a mosaic

process*

First, the explicit use of (and repeated validation of) both the

generalizations and the logic-of-the-situation assessments led to the

detailed model shown in Figure 7. 1. This model drew the outlines of

the mosaic, so to speak, and constrained the analyst's choice of

evidence -- the analyst could not create any mosaic; he had to work

within the bounds of a specific model which had previously been tested

and found sound.

Second, George stresses that the analysts tested all logical

hypotheses agaliust the available evidence rather than selecting pieces

of evidence to create a preferred hypothesis:

The analyst rebearses in his mind the different
possible versions of each particular missing
variable ... trying to decide which version is
most plausible, given the known value of the
content ... and.., other antecedent conditions
(p. 61).

This process of comparing hypotheses conforms to the "strong inference"

method described in Section 6, and made it more difficult (but not

impossible) for the anal at to deprecate a worthy hypothesis merely

because the analyst personally favored another explanation.

A final strength of the method, discussed below, was its narrow,

intensive focus on a single category of enemy behavior.
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Characteristics - Limitations: George notes (p. 131-2) some

of the limitations of propaganda analysis in the prediction of enemy

F- elite actions. First, the major focus of FBIS was on propaganda, not

intention estimation (although such estimates were an important pro-

duct). Consequently, the FBIS analysts may have attempted to make

estimates of intentions only when they were especially confident that

their judgments were correct. George (p. 275) considers this

possibility largely conjectural. Nevertheless, propaganda analysis

was explorative, not systematic, and was not applied to every intention

estimation question, hence the FBIS analysts, through a selection of

the questions that were addressed, may have inflated their success

[rate beyond what it would have been if such questions had been assigned

r to them systematically. It may well be that the propaganda analysis

Imethod of intention estimcation succoeds only over a narrow range of

issues (although George's examples show that that range spanned many

critical intentions).

Second, these methods can only apply to intended actions by

an opponent which involve propaganda preparation to enhance or justify

the intended action. Spontaneous actions or reactions could not be

inferred specifically, although rough estimates might be made from the

generalizations. Nor could the analysts anticipate elite action, pro-

pared in secret with no advance propaganda preparation. The enemy

may prepare in secret, execute the secret action, and then ex ploy

propaganda after the fact, excluding auy intention estimation based on

propaganda (although other useful estimates are still possible, e.g.,

what the enemy expects to accomplish). As in the first limitation, the

consequence is to limit the rango of applicability.
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Third, while the methods George describes employ many

scientific, quantifiable procedures (e. g., strong inference, trend

analysis), they are primarily subjective judgments based in part on

intuition, experience, and an unquantifiable "feel" for the problem.

Analyses which depend heavily on the subjective opinions or estimates

of judges, no matter how expert and experienced the judges may be,

have several limitations which are explored in Section 8. Notwith-

standing George's observation that the FBIS experts had far more

successes than failures, methods now exist which improve upon a heavy

reliance on subjective judgment. The implication of this is that the

methods as described by George may be less reliable than they could be.

Finally, as practiced in World War II, propa-.anda analysis was

largely a "collateral" intelligence operation, that is, it wds based on

information which is widely or publicly available and accessible to

raany. In contrast, the intention estimation successes descllibed in the

remainder of this section were based on "all-source" methods, i. e., the

integration of incelligence from all sources, ranging from the enemy's

propaganda and public press to the most secret codebreaking ot the

enemy's closely guarded communications. It is not essential that

propaganda analysis be conducted without close interaction with other

sources of intelligence or other analytic methods and it is likely that the

FBIS analysts would have been much more effective if closer interaction

had been practiced. This limitation, which was put upon this method

rather than being inherent in it, points out a final strength of propaganda

analysis -- the remarkable number and the high quality of inferroncea

on enemy intentions which can be obtained by an exhaustive, methodical

examination of a single source of intelligence over a long period of time.
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We repe~atedly chocked our security
instructions in order to onsure . .. that
our intentions were not l)oiing betrayed .

~ OtOur ciphers were checked and rechecked .

and on each occ.asion, the head of the Naval
Tnnelligence Servico adhered to his

K11 opinion that it would he impossible for the1. enemy to decipher them.

Admi-iral Karl Doenitz, 1958

IThe Tracking Room could claim, with justice,
to know more about tho U-boats' dceploymentLI than Admiral IDounitz's own staff.

Ronald Le~win, 1978

I FVormor Htead of German Naval Sigwtl Dcpart-
1. zinet: If the A1Iiet; could ruzid it all, why

didn't thoy win the war sooner?

An A i,;ziaa hi~orl.Awi Thvy did.
David iKahn, 1979

Just before World War 11, in August 1939 the Blritish Adn'iralty's

I Naval latelligenco Diviiion created the Op jatonal lntelli~oaca Contra

(01C). describe~d later by Patrick 1leesly (1977: xv), an alumnumq of the

01C, at tho "nerve vcntro" of themaitirnt wAr ag-ainot Gf-n-'y The

banwithin this nerve tfontor wothe Submarine TrzAcking Room wherý-

thi mventvat of ai al nemy U-4otat were esintatfed, plotted. andi, by

I the uniddle of the war. prvdictod.

Vtho p.Art ot Soctlon 7 tiurvvarltoi the metho4J gl 0 od bthe

Travkiog Ro-om to prt-divt tho moves of th" U-Uoatoi and to entleipate 1-he
plaits and react ions of the German U-boat coanuidor, AdmtirAl NArl Doentwi.t

71leesly'a descriptioni of the Tv~. :king aoosn'* mthodt, U moit de.
in~ ~ o the ar~ ttt irsi surfavo flooto And eowtwnrce riiioro V ani to

CoaItita Convoys.
A
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The success of the Tracking Room: The climax of the Battle of

the Atlantic came in March 1943, when the British Naval Staff observed

that "the Germans never came as near to disrupting communications be-

tween the New World and the Old as in the first twenty days of March

1943" (Lowin, 1978: 218). In those twenty days the Allies lost 97 ships

(627,377 tons, Lewin, p. 216). The Germane lost 16 U-boats (Beosly,

p. 180) but were building an average of almost 24 per month (Doenitz,

1959). Nonetheless. from May 1942 to May 1943, the height of the Battle

of the Atlantic, the Tracking Room (and its American counterpart)

accomplished the following (Beesly, p. 185, from Rohwer, The Critical

C~onvoy Battles of 1943):

Number Percent

Convoys routed clear of
U-boats 105 57

Convoys sighted but not
damagod 23 13

Convoyrs# fferip' minor
losses (4 or fewer ships) 40 22

Convoyg suffering major
losses (5+ shipa) 16 9

In contrast, the German U-bo4t losses. averaging 16 per month

in February and March 1943, increased to 20. p-. ttenoth in April und May.

On 24 May Doenitz withdrew the wolfpackv from the North Atlanic and

"never again would the U-baztta make a significant omeback" (Lewin,

p. 218). By June, July. and August 1941 more U-boata (74) were su"k

"than Allied merchant vessels (S5. Le•win, p. 220), and orders were git'en

that no ships -ere to be routed aganMt the advice o( the Trackind Room

without the exproua pormiasion of tho Astiitet Chief f the Naval StaffS(11coly. p. 1,66.
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SIli
Obviiuu y, the sttaf's of (IC and the Tracking Room by thVITsulves

Ssailed no convoys and sank no subzs. These feats were the work of theii Allied naval and maritime crows at sea and in the air. But the success-

. i"i ful routing of convoys around the U-boat threat and the targeting of the

t U-boats were the accomplishment of the Tracking Room.

The Tracking Room Sources: Six sources of intelligence provided

L the information used by the Tracking Room staff to make its intention

estimates. The quality and availability of the intelligence from these

[ sources varied widely throughout the war. Only at rare moments wore

all uf these sources operating at their mnazimuni potential.

Long bcfore, the war began a network of radio lis.ening posts on

British territory intercepted signals from vessels at sea and obtained

Sbearings to the signals. These hight frequency radio direction finding

I (!t/v Dfv) stations then radioed the heirlng8 to the Adnixralty. By3 tringulatitig the bearings from several station: the Admiralty could
Spoteonially locate any ship'ts radio at sea nearly as soots as it operated.

1hIt the first year of the war. however, this embryonic system wa4 slow

and hid only limited covorage of the oceans. As the war progress3ed 'U,h1©4

a xtout 4nd offivioncy vý.-rc greAtly increoaged.

""hohe British lawg aoglectod aerial photographiv intelligence (photint)

#2aduring thdo limoit4r theon tns rvpdly wpardod ita a progyath : war

progressed. 11owever, the competition for th ReAIY M sa

Capabilities and the difltaiwew to the Baltic Provend coatinuosa photo-

graphi covoragt 4 koy ttaval targets In GernAny i•r the early war years.

"Later regular phatint on tWh dock. and building yards cave the rracking

Room a completo inventory of the oporational atd wider constrtaetioa

ti-boat 1i"t. With photint it was al0o possible to accuraitely n.tlsnato

2.4



the production schedule of the U-boat yards and thus predict how fast

the boats were built or repaired.

Any Allied sighting or contact with a suspected U-boat produced~

an operational report, or oprep, which reached the Tracking Room. As

the Allies obtained long range surveillance aircraft arnd anti-submarine

escort aircraft carriers, and as the Allied radar &yste'-ns improved, it

became Impossible for a U-boat to a~pproach the convoy routes or the

coastal areas on the surface without being sighted. While some Allied

ships were sunk without giving any word, most ships attacked by U-boats

were able to get off at least an 5-S-S (attack by submarine) distress

message. Even these brief opreps were fed to OIC and, compiled in theI Tracking Room with other sources, helped estimate where the U-boats

were and to predict where they would be next.2 Throughout the war secret agents working for the Allies pro-

vided information on the comings and goings of the .U-boats in the

buildng yards, the training bas,ýs. and the coastal harbors. Reports of

the attitudes. morale, and vnruarded remark., of the U-boat crews also

reached the Tracking Room. While not a high quality source in the sense

of providing readily usable Intelligence (human Intllilgence. or humint,

reporting is often by slow and circuitous courier routes -- a report from

a spy in 4 French part across the Channel from Englaind might have to

to to the Tracking Room via Lisbon) or in the oense of solving the major

riddles of the -boat operations (because it Is often incomplet du-

reliable), the husnint sources nevertheless provided a steady flow of

~' I useful insighta which rounded out the Tracking Room's other data.

A second hambiM oouree is the P'OW. peiao.'ner of war. Many

German sallors were casptured a nd quotitionwibyth Britih.eho
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few U-boat Arm seaman survived to be captured (fully two-thirds of

I• all who served in the German U-boats lost their lives in World War II,

Lewin, p. 219).
i LAnother source of information was provided by captured German

equipment and documents. While, in general, this source played a

- secondary role in the Tracking Room's operations, it furnished much of

the information needed to improve Allied defenses and countermeasures.

Several especially important captures, of the trawlers Krebs, Munchen.

and Laucnberg, and especially of the U-boat U-110 provided important

clues in the solution of German Naval c.phers (Beesly, p. 71).

The most impo.rtanc source for the Tracking Room was Ultra, the

Sdecrypted German coded radio messages. Quite simply, Ultra was, as

David Kahn recently quoted one of its veterans as saying, "the most

iportanL uusLained intelligence success in the history of human conflict"

(Kahn, 1979: 141). The solution of the Germans, most secret ciphers

allowed the Allied intelligence officers to know, repeatedly and often

simultaneously, what the German commanders and leaders knew and

planned. The Tracking Room, through Ultra, was privy to the orders,

ixitructiona, destinations, and missions given the U-boats by Doonitz,

and to the U-boats' sea reports of their operations.

J Good as Ultra was, it was not easy to get. "Breaklng" into the

German codes was a daily task and sometimes the effort succeeded but

often it was sluw or it failure. In addition, much of the Germana' most

"I [' 4crct messages could be ,ent by telophone landlinas which wore secure

from Allied interception. A crucial cipher might go "uncracked" for

.months. On the other hand, the Allied cryptographers could sometimes

"unbutton" a message faster titan its German recipi.ants. Ultra was by

t
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no mas a steady or constant tap into the Germans' communications

and it was only by combining its other sources with Ultra that the

Tracking Room was able to effectively estimate German U-boat intentions.

Nevertheless, Ultra was central to this ability; when it was "blacked out"

(by the inability of the Allied codebreakers to unscramble the ciphers)

the Tracking Room's effectiveness fell off (see Lewin, ch. 8). But

sporadic as Ultra often was, it deserved the description given it by Sir

John Slessor, Marshall of~the RAF: "a real war-winner" (Lewin, p. 219).

The Tracking Room Products: The objective of the Tracking

Room was to maintain as complete a record of U-boat plans and dis-

positions as that kept in Doenitz's headquarters. As McLachlan (another

OIC alumnus) wrote (1968: 59) of the QIC:

The ideal is .. to reproduce the en .ny's
mental processes by participat~ing so far
as possible in, his inform-ation iAnd bringing
to bear on it one's own complete informain
about the intentions and strength and position
of one's own forc'es ... (thus] a good operatio.ial
intelligence man would read his oneroy's
intentions.

To achieve this end of bringing together the intelligence on the

enemy with information on those parts of oen's own forces which the

enemy was attacking, the Subn-arine Tracking Rcoom was located diructly

opposite the Admiralty Operaticiis and Trade Main Plot, on which all

Allied naval and commerce movements were tracked (ileesly. p. 165).

Those officers responsiblo for the confluct of Allied conveys and escorts

and the operations of the Allied fleets made a nightly visit to thoue tw

rooms for a "last look" at the situation before retiring. Each mnorning

the head of the Tracking Ro4 m. Commander (later Captain) Rodger Winn.

would confer by scran-blur w'itl the staffs of Westora Approaches and RLAF

2J



Co~atal Con and. Winn would then brief in the Tr. king Room the

bAdmiralty head:; of Trade, Operations and Anti -stbnbarine WVarfare.

At ten cach morning Winn briefed the Naval Staff (Boesly, p. 167-8).

Furthermore, Winn and his opposite number in America maintained a

secure teletype line to each other tin which they could exchange (in con-

fidence froin their own superiors) personal views; of the situation (p). 169).

[ In addition to these daily contacts andc rnonient-to-moient mesages

to various headquarters during Cast-breaking 8evelopments. the Tracking

I Roomn produced forecasts of U-boat operations 24 and 48 hours into the

future and a fortnightly forecaut every two weeks. E~ach week a "R~eport

L ors U-boat Activitieg" sumniarized the U-boa~t situation (Bously, p. 170-

1. ~ 1). F'inally, a vitriety of smptictil atnd r*igula p, eiin Perer-
cluced. 1, or ox~anple, the former might entail an estimate of how the

U -Luata woul.d be ustid Ag4ji%3t Allied inva~tdun forces. The l4ttdr itiludod

complete wrap-upsi on the U-bot effort against aach Allied cotnvvy (Boozily,
Z. OZ).

VAtimate Intontionti, ;t4lwring to tho tr;filtion~l militAry view (000

Section 2):

Ho Ilhre~wvd to iccept that thore, wus aay pou-tii~lity

rcýoajruta lJ-U~amt' crulso to w1 1ard i
froot oito lacent to tho prov-iotmzi @tit. yi~ that wai

pog1bu ht to Mtitem-pt to go owordl -ind try to
gues40 Ito futureo movozitor w~t tiat only imposib161

-.teihr u3 ors ... poaikively d4agatoua.
I ~~(Rlosly. p

When Winn~ replac.-A Thring, this tii~itionid -.iw waidocr~

atud the TrAcking Room~ evolved avothodti to predict tho U-bts't4 notoev

I jand to anticipAte Otai~ttl plans.
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In M~e early years of the war the British cryptographers were

unable to "read" the Enigma codes used by the German Navy, the first

break-ins not occurring until May 1941 (Beesly. p. 64). However, Winn

had other sources and, as the Tracking Room followed the U-boats'

movements, "eortaln patterns of lIehavior (werol established. Certain

types of U-boat signals were .. associated with certain situations"

(Ileesly, p. 57). A major "theory" of the head of OIC, Captain Norman

Denning, was that "valuable intelligence could only be obtained by first

establishing a 'norm' and then looking for any deviation from it" (flcosly,

p. 41). As the R/F 1)/F, photint, and Ultra intelligence improved, this

experience in U-boat pattern analysis was applied to these much richerI sources of data.

Boetsly (p. 253) describes the eessntial eloments of this norm

creation process: the patient eol~ecti%ý ;;I tth e of ::- rLp fifr

mation" from variouis soorce#: the anulysis, indexcing, and filing of these

scraps. and "the ability of a particular individual expert to assentbe the

relevant facts. to judge. possibly. what was a~normal and to fill in the

Caps whikdi even current Speial Wlligonco (i. a.. Ultra) *al-oot alwayi

left."

Winn described this mothed ao "a working: fiction -- what could only

be au aatimatv' And a gu0#0 wax taken as a fact and acted utim" (quote by

McI~chln. p. I11$). The plotting of a U-boat's moves began frnti a

variety of "known" and '1sw~p ectd" onfra~tiout

(1) Which U-boa-ts were -at sea and whore.

their past bohAviar. poesible Wotiono.

and their probable ftwl and tuvpoda state*.



(.) Which U-bolats wereu in whic'h ports4,

longths of port calls, scheduled departures.
Which training crews were nearing gradu-

ation and which new boats were finishing

I sea trials.

L(3) The general methods (tactics.) and physics

(e.g., fuel capacity) of U-boat operations.

Each U-boat's departure from its home port's channel could be
A observed by the British with their improving sources. From this last

k-town location its progress was estimated every twenty-fotur hours,

considering such factors as the weather and sea states e¢ various rotttes,

probablo targets, where the All~id air and sea patrolu wore strong and

weak, the chanqlng fuwl stte of the U-boat. Againot those daily "wVorking

fictioni t th.e Trvatdin- Room Mw, oulci z.tempt to fi tt V/!V D/F lo•valion

fixe-s (nad w'henevter the U-boats transmitted a neisiauge to ito bass),

I[ sighting and other oprops.

However. each piece of ovidence could be assoc•ated with any of

, sCvYrAl U-boat.*. The Tracking Rtont oestiMated every poesibtlty 4M +

followo- thi'ough wlth them until oomo Net or oboervation ruled out a

, ~~woro ra-@*0mt4Al¢ OVor mWa ovor unt~il t6-, pattern of obsiorv~tloas was

I I

ctibgours robilteo deeope which Lit fthe~ wriiteno f (pcts 164)s:

I ... flwre were martt eatsWhentt;.we

In tatast 4tswh doudftml cases All the *various
po.IbflltWi were osawn "a the- plot.
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The 01C Tracking Room, like the F131S analysts, used multiple

hypotheses built on a basis of facts and strong suspicions. As data were

received inconsistent with these hypothoses, they were eliminated or

modified. The remaining hypotheses were then extrapolated until further

inconsistent data led to a questioning of them. oeosly stresses that

Winn had no reluctance to maintain an estimate based on "fragmentary

and nebulous evidence" when faced with skepticism and a lack of evidence

(p. 145) but in the face of inconsistent evidence, Beesly notes (p. 114).

Winn
insisted on complete honesty and, no

matter how involved and painstaking the
proceiss of re-estimating, fresh pins [i.e..
submarines] could not be added to the plot
4o account for awkward events. or old ones
removed just because there had Leon no
recent evidence to support that U-hoat's
presen~ce where we were showing it.

Becoly's and Mclaehlanls accounts of how Wimi deduced Admiral

Dovnltz's long-range intentiom. are loess complete than their descriptions

of tho U-boat predictions and it is possible only to speculate on the pro~-

cve~ factors underlying '.hoes losug-range fafttioation successes. WWiunS

-~Iproocent estimatev of )ooenltrs plans beogan dulr h eght of the

flattlo of the MAatlait. Jauuary to May 1941. Wiun'# earlier ostimaites.

a. g..* of the U-boat throat to the Alliod "ITorch" iniv'aslon o$ North Mrica

in the autumn of 11Z were ofton made without the benefit at Ultra fInki-

cept* of t4ho U-boat ecwnmurications. Tho Torch evtimate was a "ae

V-410e pretliction. whic1 Beovly labelvd (p.. 1411: "ita accurate estimate

of tho po#*iblli4i#. Wu ... the procise outeonto largly dopondod on the

o"ost rvi~ctwn aud Mheat could notA 1w knoaiv in advance.

Later. '.then Man had avecso to TRITON. tho U-boatol £niWga-

-*e41o.Mh It-b4f& wlkl M&& "0u..' , he wat. i.tW to U44t nt~ni h

ZS
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I L aros By thea tiniu of the climax of the Battlo of the Atlantic, in March

1943, Doenltz Idhdrupciuted experience with toAllies*' improving

t [anti-U-boat capab)ilitieS 41%d tactIC I. fie was forced iincrea~ingly kE-3 xpai

and justify h14 tacticts and £ailuron- tna the U-boat crews ;As well aas to

Ititler. Wlrtn's access tW the.-$ explanations, even wh(.-s they mere do.

~j j ciphored too Wae to We of uporational use, provided an Illutaiwating

ingight int~j hkww. tDov'itz reoponded to the c atiglng faces of bWttle. Aud

Duvanttv'1 choice of wulfj4Iptc k tdic i ed v ýcnIvtounnais

betwcsa& ~ ~ -th ot tsaadhsli atero. The OIC ;ained not Only

the locations of the U-boati *APd their instrtactim-s tnat ireqttent glinipses} into the; le~ic of their leAdvr.

Tho eiaeoýrtof t2)aealtigl dlalogttoo with tho U-beat cv.,*s
th V6oA c rewwoti~ then-ts ive%i P_ g. . H@dJofl Wertwr'af Iruu Cutffig&.

I Drnhotwr. ltonh often sti-peeted the omai X a
bepnj brciko by the Allioet ri-seemiatglv #aLItkfal aoeoptod thev cUt*tnaat
?ý4tWo S h4go e cýeeeived, W tiwP l e4e:O ,ority. fety(p. 67) zwtts4

41that asi late. at t973 (bofarre thea PUbilcatlen of Winterbathani'WOTe s
-,, $r tWth~he- uqouet ontsti trhtg of prvosyttnkaownt ev'47itOhL

er7tiphevsW pad eett tttstetl #till lhoatthy towtwpt thated' t t' Dne U10

~Ua-4rde'd e$nP-matiann to hlb cr~w m'ttvt hawo hiad ~ge-tt valtgc to Wlu*"
io bid eonsatl to poiotet to Wiow.etual processes4 AAd eeacthioc o hi.W

-1P4 1 1-:#lttt.m



In addition, as the Battle of the Atlantic shifted in favor of the

Allies and the pressure upon the U-boats increased, Doenitz was forced

from his earlier strategy of initiative into a pattern of reaction. The

moves and capabilities of the Allied anti-submarine forces became a

major influence on Doenitz's behavior and plans. Since Winn had intimate

knowledge of this Allied factor, indeed he was guiding its actions on the

basis of the Tracking Room's U-boat predictions, he was in an excellent

position to observe his opponent's reactions and draw inferences about

his future plans.

Three factors then may be suspected as contributing to Winn's

long-range intention estimates: the access (via Ultra) to Doenitz's

explanations and justifications; the shifting pattern of U-boat strategy

from autonomous action to depe -ident reaction; and Winn's access to the

German and Allied constraints -in Doenitz's plans. This information was

probably central to Winn's insights into Doenitz's reactions to these con-

straints. A fourth factor underlying Winn's success was probably his

self-reliance; he thought through the logical steps of his estimates him-

self. Beesly, who worked by Winn's side in the Tracking Room, wrote

(p. 168-9):

... delegation did not come eftsily to him.
Nor did the nature of the job readily lend
itself to this. The man in charge had to see
and consider every scrap of information
himself; he could not rely on readymade
solutions to individual parts of the puzzle pre-
sented to him by his staff.

Limitations: The estimates of the OIC were not invariably accurate,

and convoys were erroneously routed into the lurking U-boats. Beesly

noted several reasons for these failures.

256

"••k• -'- -.- • •- -• -- '



Sometimes the codebreakers at Bletchley Park could not unbutton

signals in time for the Tracking Room to make operational use of the

information. Similar problems might be caused by inaccurate or un-

timely D/F locations (Beesly, p. 156-7, 179).

j Sometimes the OIC had in hand timely and accurate information,

but could not solve the puzzles posed by Nazi security measures. For

eexample, Doenitz introduced a grid zone location system which allowed

him to transmit instructions without compromising the U-boats' future

locations. It was some time before the Tracking Room could reconstruct

the arbitrary grid system (Beesly, p. 162-4).

At other times the OIC wrongly assumed the U-boat commander

V. understood Docniz'ls instructions as well as they in the Tracking Room

did. On one occasion the Tracking Room routed a convoy around the grid

zone Doenitz had assigned a particular U-boat. The U-boat commander

V", 4however, having less success than the Tracking Room in penetrating the

complexity of Doenitz's grids, got lort and stumbled across the rerouted

convoy (Beesly, p. 164).

Late in the war, following the Normandy invasion, Doenltz could

not maintain strict control over the U-boats. Several factors prevented

him from controlling them: increased Allied anti-submarine tactics kept

the U-boats submerged and on the run from base to base. Doenitz's own

'Vheadquarters in Lorient was under attack. With the U-boats operating

independently, Winn could only guess at their likely targets, but the

V U-boats were at such a great disadvantage that little harm was done by

them, and many were los, to the anti-submarine patrols.

Finally, on some occasions the U-boats might be estimated to

be in one of a few places, but no greater certainty could be put on one
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definite estimate. When two or more hypotheses remained all the

Tracking Room could do was pick one and hope for the best. Sometimes

they picked the wrong possibility and routed the convoy Into the waiting

U-boat line (p. 164). The use of multiple hypotheses was not a perfect

predictive method.
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ESTIMATING LUF-TWAFFE INTLNTIONS': JONES TIHEI WIZ/ARD) WAR

PDo not think what you want to think until[ you know what you ought to know.

tC row' a Law," R. V. Jones, 1978

Their stores, magazines, and other prepara-
tions furnish the best intelligence concerning
the real designs of the enemy.

AA Marshall Saxe

I Whilc F13IS was estimating German intentions from propag~anda

4and the QIC was predicting German U-boat actions, It. V. Jones (197ý)

I was attempting to predict future caliabilities and intenti'.- Is of the

Germian Air Force, the 1,uitwaffe. Jones served from 1939 to 1945 as

the chief icientlfic intolligenco officer first for the Bitish Secret

Lntlign~eSurVlt.U, 4tnd ILter Ab vull fur thu Air SL~ff. His vCCirts A

an estimiator *pan:nid several aspects of the Nazi war effort: air

defenses, the V-weapons. atomic developm~ents, among others. H-ow-

ever, in this section we sumi-arize only his estim ations ;)f Luftwaffe~

targets and tactics during the Biattle of Britain and the Blhitz, based oil

hif aalysti of German aircraft navigation beams, widely known ati tho

"battle i~f the boams." Iis other estimation e.xpvrences followed much,

the samei patterti as this first instance in the optening yoars of the war.

Since the beoam battle estimato.5 wore bated on fewer jourcell of

in~e~igo~ thedtisription of tho logic and menta) prece foes behin

them is thus made much simpl1er. Furthermore, Jonesl efforts t.ýj

asiatis these particular Luftwaffe Itentions weare unique. ~Aher a~eavies

j did not pursue the same probliems or clues, hence tho deacription of

his inferencea and deductions Us unclouded by competing or cml~ftr

I [ss
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oefbrts by others. Later in the war. when Jones' efforts woeo mashed

with those of other intelligence offices, the process of intention estinia-

tion is less easily reconstructed.

Despite the paucity of infcrmnation on which to base such

estimates Jones' intention predictions were nevvrtheless accurate and

provided the Royal Air Force (RAF) the information needed to effect

successiful counterme~sures and defenses. In Their F'ine'st Hour-

Winston Churchill wrote of "the evermemorable and decisive part"

played by "British science and British brains" In this op'sode (cited in

Jones, 1978; 181). Blut perhaps the more eolquent tribute to Jones'

estimative talents was paid by the Luftwaffe itself: on the basis of

Jones' prediztiori that the next target of the Germ-an fire raids was to be'

MT- ~ Wolverhampton. the British 4"nti-Aircraft Command so increase~d do-

fenses Ink that region that the Luftwaffe reo.onrwissance noted the prepara-

tions. Knowing the British were re:ady and waiting, the Gorrmans canceled

~ Ithe attack and never bombed Wolverhampito An Accurate ostimato of
'~' intention* had deterred the enomy.

The genoral problom posed for Joacts as Ohief scientific

intel~~nc~offic-r' was how the Grm.ns would apply sieleoce to the w *r

effort against Britain. aspacially how the LuftwAffe and the Gorman air

defetwee weuld enplu!t sclnettr Thio gan-ewal f,-rohlosn entailu a vatrioty

of questions. not all of which iavolv#d intontions, but rhich all ultimatelyV in~ltwned ione-*At**to of intoutin.&. Aniong the quoestlona regard

ing the 4se by the Luftwaffo of .iight buttnbor radio navigation beasno (the

first major Isasuo Janes confroutoA) wore the fallowing: did the Luftwaffe

hAv.) the scientifie rosourcew for siuch a prograin. howt would Asuch

~ I yostents functictin whut opwrawting pjroprivo woud t-h;rav1*-ritev Owitt
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how would the Luftwaffe employ such beams, wh,-L countermeasures

j would be possible and how wou'd the Luftwaffe react, what could be

determined about future Luftwaffe targets Croni the antlysis of their

L beam systems.

L• Jones had five basic sources of information available to him:

(t) the physical characteristics of the navigational beam systems and
E~r L British technical exploitation of captured equipment and documents;

(2) the Luftwaffe operations Involvlng these systems as observed by
"IL British radar, Fighter Command, the RAF Radio Listening Service or

Y-service: (3) intercepts of r*dio traffic to and from the navigational

beanm stations, deciphered by the British from the German Enigma

[ ,odes: (4) inteorrogations of and eavesdr.)Tiping on Ger- ar, bomber crew

Spritteza of war (Ows); and (5) reports -from British agents inside

the Third Rfich. Thes:e sources iare listed roughly in order ofthe

U volume of information they provided for Jones' deductions. This 5ame

ranking does not apply for the sai,ýnicanco of these sources. For

vx."mnplw. the British had no agents in Germany early in the wur with
. aicees to Nazi scientific Information. However, an unsolicited and

i anooymous report pastaod to the British Enb4otsy in 04O in liae 1919AIt. icluded the first sketchy details indicating the peosbility o0 a beam

iAvigatioa ystemt ia the Laft'avffe. The Otlo Report, as Joan* (1979:U 70) labeled tj, pri¢'4dcd jtt~t onough details to coav•nce Jonea that Such

a method was physicAlly poscsiblo and within the e pcctt' .4 Germian

scenee. The first queotion then tvav whether the Germv~aa woro

Sactually deovoping beanm VAvi 'Atioa sovtonts.

J oes began his oawech with several stro.n. explicit mod1ls.

First, ho outliood (oa 7 D•c•mber 1919) the stagoo involve in the

44- 1 
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adoption by the enemy of a fundamentali- AOew weapon and, opposite

this, the collection capabilities oi British intelligence to penetrate

German security ane obtain the information he needed (p. 73-4). These

two outlines, comprising in essence an intelligence estimate, are

shown in Figure 7. 3. This estimate led Jones to conclude that stage

one in the adoption of new weapons would be the easiest to observe,

while gathering information on stages three and four would be more

difficult but far more important to the prediction of stage five. The

sources available to him at the beginning of the beam battle were largely

of types one and three. Thi s assessment led Jones to formulate con-

crete recommendations for specific additional intelligence collection,

e.g., systematic monitoring of German radar transmissions, as well

as allowing him to provide guidance to available sources (POW

interrogators) as to the nature vt information bearing an high priority

questions (e.g.. what thing,; wore the Gormans doing of the stage four

sort?). In addition to this fair)y explicit estimate and plan of the

intelligence asp-. cts of the problem, Jones' pre-war training antl ex-

perience (in the phyeics of radar and infrared aircraft detection) pro-

vided hin with strong physical models of the phenomena Involved in

aircruft radio navigation as well as background on the requirement* or

the detection and measurement of such pheanomenA.

Radio navigation was not new in 1939. Defore the war zavigators

were able to obtain nearly sintultaneous beariang. on two widely oaepratkd

radio signals of known location and by plotting tho back bearings on a

map from the known locationa couW find by intersection their own

position. Such traditional raN4o navigatiou could noi. if lT,71, pr,,l

sufficivnt auracy for precision ni MMb tunbin (O iuse• of th-
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Figure 7. 3. Intelligence estimate formulated by it. V. Jones prior
to thoz "battlie of the becams. " (rom Jones, 1978: 73-4)

LStages of Adoption of hatelligence CollectionNew Weapons Cap. 1, -/Sources

I . General scietntific work of an 1. Accidental indiscretions
Lacademic or commu-ercial (including decipheredInature which causes Messages).

L2. Someone in close touch wit-h a 2. Indiscretions encouraged by
Fighting Service, and who is alcohol and/or mistresses.

~ t aware of Service z-equirements,
to think, of .an application of the 3. Information that cannot be
results of academic research, kept secret and yet c~an give
If thiti application be considered useful information, e. g.,

Ipromising r~adar transmnissions, lost; ofI. apparatus to the enemny.
3. Ad hoc research and s.all sc~ale

trials ;%re performed in a Service 4. Direct acquisitions of infor-
lz~oatoy.If thusoi arc -mation, by placing ageiats in

Su~cesfulMili-tary Research 1)opart-
Moents.

4.Larve sca1e Sorvl.ce tr!,;lS 4ru nomto rmds~ce
ttndertaken. which may le, otfrainfrmdst~ce
to I.tatonals.

V So Adoptio~i in Sorvice.
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imprecision of airborne radio direction finding equipment) and was in

any event inferior to other techniques such as celestial navigation.

The Oslo Report however. provided Jones details (p. 70) of a

different and potentially more accurate system of radio navigation

which, instead of using omni -directional boacons, would provide a

narrow beamed signal to the aircraft, providing It with the desired

az~imuth of attack. A receiver in the aircraft would modify and retrans-

mit the signal back to the ground station. By comparing the transmission

and retransmission signals the ground station could compute the distance

to aircraft, and when the aircraft was at the correct range (i. e. , over

the target) would radio the bomber a signal to drop its bombs.

A second prewar radio navigation system, the L~orenz beam,

was used for blind aircraft landings, i. e., for extremely short ranges.

* This system Involved a ground station with t~to antennae at a slight

angle to each other. each capal)le of transmiAtting, a fairly wide directional

beamt. The ground station would transmit dasheii fromcnt renu noaa intvr-

I spersed with dots beamed from the other antenna. Because, the overlap

of the directional beams front the two antennae, was quite narrow (oven

* toug th tw bams -thnsolvas were wide) the overlap providod- .40

accurate nAvigation aid. The aircraftL crew uised the beam by flying to

one side when it received only dashes and to the other it it receivvd only

dots. WVhen the 4ircraft received a steady tone. with thea dots fitiing
1 ~~~exactly into the sac e* betweet the daithes. thearrf aswtiwh

narrow overlap of the two antennae and on rntr~a By mourting thewo

antennae a# a turntable the Loranx beam could bt ainted in any direction.

I li~efore the war it wait an open queation Iifam whethvr short

wavolongth radis Weant* couht Wand ;*rouint the ~tArthsi ýiuviftv
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suficenlyto ts-ake a Lorenz-type systcni operational at long range.

~ [2Jones realized that if auch bcanis could propagate at long range, a

system of two Intersecting Lorenz-typ~c beami-s would provide a highly

accurate night bombing sys-tem, i-e also realized the potential

~ t [vulneritbility of this system to jammring (by spurious dots or dashes) or
"bending" (by spurious synchronized dots or dashes). This b~ackground

H,
suggested to Jonew- that hie should look for various radio beami systems

I This possibility was reinfot'ced by two further piecew of evidence

obtained early in 1940. FIrst, two Luftwaffe PO0%Vs were overheard
discur,4ing the; "K-Coratl" or "K-Apparatus" which involved pulses, whl..h-

I Sutits pccs'tuatwn ,vru ratdiv puls~e4 (p. 84-5). In MArch a Cragitotett of

I papvr was ret'overtid fromt downeod Heinkol bomber which menationiod

I { "~Rndi:- T1.3,1eon Knic!:8Mi fro f t0 urt on 315"," (p R). Tanes

obseorved thi1s beariug wati mvaningless if the Xnickeboin (or "Crooked

Leg") were a% beacon of the tr;*ditional sort, but mado sense if "1(nickn0boln

-)m I nght be some kind of beamen d beacon which that dAy had boon set to trans-

mit in a north-wesitorly diroetion" (p. 85). Uoing this cloue, the POW

W terogqAtoroi olitalned tho ittrther infocntAtIwt that VKn~kkhetn tviAs *oto-

thing ~ ~ p lkthXApiratus anti th4LA a iahort wavo beani was trat ntt4

that wa iw noiv-vre than a kllonetre wide over L.ondon. Thiwi was eonaýAK i~ntwith physico oince a ntarrow beamtv reqttired a short wavelength.

(p.30. 3aeman~ 1@aitiLed athreory. (rotne W iev ta-tch tat Uennaas

UjIwavelenathts v prtspagato around. the eurv'tture oftc ar-th

suffteieatly to be al Q~avk4jtIoa4t. use ovor Britain. 4an Alio rondering,

I-D
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thoem subject to interception by the British. In his first report to the

now Prime Minister on 23 May 1940 Jones described the postibility

that the Germans "have developed a systens of intersecting radio

beams . (with) accuracy of location expected by the Germans

something like l/Z mile over London from the western frontier of

Germany" (p. 89). The next step was to deiermine whether in fact the

Luftwaffe was using such beami systems.

That the Luftwaffe beam capability in fact existed was deter-

mined in the ton days IZ-21 June 1940. Four sources provided the
evidzac± PW ite'rrogtattomt, technical evalu itiusir of capnttred

LaftwAlff equipment and documents, intercepts and decipherment of

German Enigmna comrn#Avicztions, and finally the actual interception ofI the beams themselves by spec'ially equipped R~AF beami-hunting listening

* aircr~dR (See Figure 7.4 for a chronology). Since the night bombing of
Drtun ntonifedinAugust and began in eArnest in miW-Sopt ember,

the de-taction of the Knickebein beams and the cuntpromioe of their

"oprating chAracteriatice in June gave the British the tin-t ueod"4 to

havv e ennrmwiourou ready when tonight atacks finally cante (e..9

between 7 September and 3 November an average 4- Zi0P( bombers attadtkd

L 'vt nihty Leuwin. *978; 97). la tact. the c carmw -

Q~ Iearly (probably auntewhere In .nid-5tagc four of Figure 7. 1) that 4oubto

werv raiord in time RLAF thot the Luftwa.ffe actually izmtoade4 to adopt

the nCkebvift Capablity (p. 123).

It fell to June* to detorn-tint the Luftwaffe inteatiotu regarding this

nirht boambixt# capability he had discovvred. On 2? July two piece* of Inm-

fonsution ctoplotod amn eomforglot picturea of Luftwaffe pas. acptue
ducumisst~~~~~~~~o noe h aa~bliy. *wvW LuftwAfitt requa4*d tu iwtn

do U#W
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x ipturs- 7. 41. Chrion.tn::qy orO. hh~ fn e i r Iw he l K ni'b4rhoin I)rn)t,4,

S ~~~19781, cit. II and Lowin.itt 197, ceih.sg3. (Wsdo

12 June 1940 Enigma decrypt: "Cleovs Knicktyheln is confirmad at position
530 Z41 north anid to weat," fromn Maiger tVorpn4 IV. (Con-
fitrrnced the %uqpocttirl location of Knickrlwin g round n~tntion at
C1CVe~;. ) Jonev dets, rminod WI( TV equipped with Ilria1kcls Ill s

IOfC Scpiiarons 4 and Z7. POW.4 of tliwzit usnits- Lfvnitd tht Knicke-
heitt rucuivern unfindablo. (Jonl~n concludled rocrivori woru so
obvious th~it they would bie overlooked.) liritishi tecltnicai ox-

-~ ploitation of duvowne Ileinkels rmdio grm r indlicated it watz LtIr@-Sm~trluthie fecceqpt for tho e,6trtnvwe sensitivity of its tsroirtn ru-
coiver. (Semnes c'ntcluded tho Loren/. gear was; the tKnickc~bci
revet'ivIr mittat Irt,, vztild Lho01. froquency rAngo .4t. ZU--) al5nica-

~ cyclcs witht- p~rcstA fraqwencIts at 30, it..5, 33. 3 n.

Ii 13 unc Itrtdiezvta.tt c-onvinccd by J'trtes of~ beitm thr(oat, warned
II { Church~ill. who ordored a thorough ecarni'xtion.

14 JunePOW ri-ported IKni.:ko-elr vis a b-n-rpiwdvic. usting two

line rsoctits qadio bo-ass t ranm ntted from Lo re~az-like- towers.
iSu-npre rarlrJnshptcts. ftretugiocenn-
typev beýamsz.) Air Nvtlaitvtr appointed vtoordinator fur hcanv

collection offort 4gainst the wo:ava: ordered forwattloa of A b-am
finder airvraft, hean roceivers :witttite-d on r;*Adr tower*,

I 17 unodovelipsneat of jasmeori and detectors.

17 Ineltelligonce collection tasks iaolue4 to operating ttnits. toamsns
bear-huatervtam hrgtite4. OrdLd~,(eaQuvetV 1$S Juac beafeu Captue Lttwfedue

gijave Ckte~o f sqwtcity 0i It., (Cotidirus Jtnte&' sitimAto ofp 14 June.)

ji 19 Jhsa Iteamtnunters W4ile to find4 heants.
Ila-untre fA1We to (lAd &OAmUV.

I1 June At WAr C~abinet ntue.ttla toues vtnavltwed ChurhllII of the wn
thrieat hýut RAF retaie SonvtV*itte and throArtend 4'emca

HQAi I ý~th r,-(Wt-WY Ati MWa. teOWtrAed- c-tktift~tO). jonatt
a t~o-h or (1rm. 1woi~od or~ abtho tArpot

a nsa.



Figure 7.4. (Continued)

22 June 1940 Bramn-hunters detected two Lorent-type besms intersecting in
th, vicinity of Derby operating on frequency of 31. 5. one beam
emanating from Cloves, the other from Schleswig -fklIstein.
(Confirnned beam characteristics. frequencies, locations.)

*1
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the Knickebnln rvcccivg:ru for long range operation, and -tn Enigma

L intercept stated thalt one of these squada was roquested by Luftwaffe

Bomiber Group 54 beginning 5 Augustt. Jonies com-tbined this with throe

additional facts and put the now Information into a cotitext which per-

-1nitted him to forecazst the future ntight threat: lie know Bombeer Group
54 operated in the Livorpool-Manchostrr-westara En'glanl area, out of

Lrnnge of th lvsKikhi tto.A mouth carlior::n Evnina

L and B rest, which would be in range of western Britain. On the basis of

thosep facts Jotws deduced (p. 1Z31 "the information implied t~hat the foru-

~2. Ishtadowted Knickebvlo beart-n near Chcrhoutrg was comning into operatlun

early~A gt AtQa.Iwsal e t hawri~jo 4th Auu: u~ jot

ilight bonibing appearttt immnxtnnt." The Luftwatffe night attacks be7'an

Iteswards the end of Auxgkst butt 4y then tho Drittsh cetrntertvea;%_uresY %,ere

ready to Jam the Kniekeoboin system. By the eud of Septonibor "the

SIkawag that I~niehA'en wai $antme444 oproad thnsuA~h the Lut Cite"

K(p 129).

jwiips 4niLarae4:Th triut~ihvl aver thie Ktce~bdAr beami pro-J vidod sfovor4l osful 1eooott which wcro prootptly sppltc4 by Jtw# ;and

it k&:ro:14g ;4enatflv tea~m to t~thve Lftwokffo boatu *ystints. The

tf Jweunft0e the ;aotsen400 of .tone&

I mr4 1C-Arefully 4*natchagiittetUMM40eae co'dectiou %ýatd4tWs to 1.@q

iwotlilidaz qfnesttu-n. TbI5 imetho rVquire4 -.-ats to 1IOevtp All hIS

I varotissourcs Iarnted 4ally cii the iac laac. the hstortwvttAQ

I thehAd lrdyprovid4d tit eal, 'eontkia piecesa of tnfrnt~ti~

9thAt weirf latifl tw,4e04 to diannninp~ -Ixattly What t ype of systemo the

I ~Knickebcl W40e. Ktgawing whal to t04k for ftwue4 the eOfforts 49 th4

I4



intelligence collectors: the POW interrogators, the decipherment

experts at Bletchley Park, the RAF Y-service interception teams, the

technical exploitation experts. Jones' formulation of the physical aspects

of the problem provided the information needed to Creat- new intelligence

gathering capabilities. For example, his inferences about the operating

frequencies of the beams and the location of the first two Knickebein

stations allowed the RAF to quickly equip intercept aircraft able to

intercept the beams. *Jones was forced to guess where these "beam

hunters" should look on 21 June, but his estimate that the night bombers'

target would be Derby was informed as well as lucky. The Luftwaffe

tactic at that time was to put the RAF out of the war and Derby was the

center of S6:,.re and Hurricane fighter engine production.

The -,f characteristics of Jones' estimation methods were

S(l)the consideration of several explicit models of the Luftwaffe threat

: I (e. g., single beams, multiple intersecting beams) which could be dis-

confirmed or supported by existing or future intelligence sources,

(Z) an estimate and a plan for the application oi various collection assets

to those parts of the problem which needed clarification, (3) a prediction

of what the missing elements o. the problem would be like, (4) thorough

pursuit of leads using those sources most likely to provide further infor-

mation, and (5) continuous monitoring of sources for significant devia-

tions or developments. It is also ininortant to note that Jor'ýs did not

attempt to exploit every possible source of information, e. g., photographic

intelligence and British secret agents played no role in the detection of the

beams or their exploitation for intention estimation, Jones concentrated

on the most rewarding sources and scanned them for the details he knew

would eliminate the remaining mysteries of the Knickebein.
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Using the same analytical techniques that he had developed in

A the Knickebein battle Jone.s made several important estimates of

Luftwaffe. intentions in the battles against the X-Apparatus and the Y-

Apparatus, successors to Knickebein. Three of these estimates of

F German intentions are briefly sketched.

Predictions of nightly bombing taa'gets. By October 1940 the

I cha'acteristics of the X-beamn system were well enough in hand that,

if the nightly beam settings radioed to the ground stations could be

~i deciphered, Jones would be able to provide two to three hours warning

of the Luftwaffe's targets. By late October the Bletchlcy Park code-

breakers had developed the ability to decode the beam setting on about

" j one night oc three. Oni thtse nights Jones was able "to tell the Duty

Air Commodore at Fighter Command the exact place of attack, the time

I of the first bomb to within ten minutes or so, the expected ground speed

of the bombers, their line of approach to within 100 yards, and their

I. height to within two or three hundred matres" (p. 139). These estimates

were derived entirely from the established characteristics of the X-beam

system and, of course, Jones was able to confirm his predictions by
SI:
I determining the following day where and how the Luftwafle had actually

attacked.

Predictions of the "Moonlight Sonata" - Coventry fire raids. By

4 i November 1940 the path-finder bombera equipped with the X-beam

k
system were conducting nightly raids against two targets. On 9 November

Sa long Enigma decode referred to plans for a major operation named

"Moonlight Sonata, and increased Luftwaffe radio traffic since 3 November

1i also portended i, large operation. A second decode on 10 November
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instructed the beam stations to prepare for operations agrinst three

targets which Jones identified as Wolverhampton, Birmingham, and

Coventry. The bearings for these targets were sixty times less

accurate than was the German's practice. Furthermore, three

targets were more than ever noted before and never had there been

advance warning of more than a few hours to the beam stations while

this time notice was given several days in advance. Jones deduced

(p. 147) that the path-finders would drop flares or incendiaries, which

require less accuracy than conventional explosives, and would be

followed up by large numbers of bombers. But neither the beam evidence

nor the Enigma data permitted a prediction of the target, only a warning

that Luftwaffe tactics were changing. Jones providee the correct fre-

quencies used on the night of the Coventry raid (the first of the big fire

raids), based on the pattern of settings of previous nights (p. 149).

This lucky prediction did not help the British countermeasures effort

however, since, although the RAF used the correct jamming frequency,

f ¶its signal was 1500 cycles per second whereas the X-beam was 2000 cps.

The fact that the X-beam receivers were fitted with frequency filters

which effectively screened out the British jamming was discovered only

after the Coventry raid.

Although Enigma decipherment allowed a prediction that the next

target was Birmingham, the warning came too late to provide any augmented

defenses. However, this left only the last target, Wolverhampton, and

Jones convinced the Anti-Aircraft Command to prepare. The fact that no

attack came was initially taken to mean that Jones' prediction had been

wrong. But within a few weeks two POWs, overheard discussing the

Coventry and Birmingham raids, mentioned that a similar raid against
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Wolverlianipton had been planned but had not come off. Sub~sequently

German discussions of the security of the X-beam stations were inter-

ceptod which revealed that Luft-waffe photoreconnaissance had detected

11 the increase in anti-aircraft batteries just prior to the scheduled

L Wolverhampton raid, In light of this serious breach of their security,

the Luftwaffe canceled the attack,, As Jones writes (p. 153), "in

i contrast to all the other 40 or so target6 for which -we had intercepted

the beam instructions, target No. 51. (Wolverhaxnpton) was never

2 attacked." Jones had just barely missed becoming a victim of what

H-andel (1976, see Section Four) terms the "self-negating prophecy" -

the fact that a valid counterm-obilization taken on the basis of a warning

of an attack m-ay prompt the enemy to delay, or cancel the attack,

making it impossible to know if the warning was correct and the counter-

mobilization justified. Enigma provided not only the Information to

predict German Intentions, but also assisted In determining how accurate

and effective such predictions were.

Pre - empting Luftwaffe counter- countermeasures. Neither the

Knickeboin nor the X-beani aystemns conformed to the model predicted

I in the Oslo report; a single beam that would provide both bearing and

range to the target and send a signal for bomb release. Throughout 1940

Jones kept watch for such a system, accumnulating several fragnments

I pointing In that direction. On 6 October a strong clue was finally

~ Iobtained, an Enigmia Intercept gave a bearing for the "Y" system- which,

unlike the K,.uickebcein and X-beani bearings, referred to a single ground

~~~ ~~station. The RAF beam-hunters also reported signl nanwsto

.freqetincies, unlike those of the Knickeboin and X-beanis. Jones and the

RAF had enough information to begin preparing a counter to the Y system.
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In January a document found in a downed bomber confirmed the

Oslo report of a single beam system which combined bearing and range,

and it also provided the locations of two of the Y stations. By this time

the Luftwaffe had readied the Y-beams for operational use, having con-

cluded that the British were effectively jamming the X-beams. On the

first night that the Luftwaffe chose -o replace the X-beam with Y-beam

pathfinders, the British also, but coincidentally, chose to try out their

Y-baam countermeasure. This countermeasure had the effect of ruining

the accuracy of the Y-beam system without itself being detected. Jones

describes (p. 176) the results:

The effect was very satisfactory. One air-
craft became involved in a puzzled exchange
with the ground station, which informed him
that he must have a wire loose in his receiver
... Over the next few nights, we gradually
turned up the power ... and the Germans realized
the system was unusable ... we had effectively
countered the system !rum the very first night on
which it was to be used on large scale, and this
by itself completely shook the German confidence.

Self-analysis. Jones made several observations about his own

intelligence methods and recommendations reoarding the organization of

intelligence. He recommends that intelligence analysis organizations

* should be as small as possible with as high a level of talent as can be

obtained. Collection of information and its collation and analysis must

be the responsibility of a single head (p. 494, 523) whom, Jones recom-

mends, should have the authority of a military commander (p. 517).

9 George -soted (1959: 143), assessing the British propaganda
analysis of the V-weapons, that "Hitler was particularly gratified by the
fact that the V-1 flying bombs did not depend upon radio beams for their
aiming, a fact that made it technically impossible for Allied defenses to
deflect them from their course." Hitler's gratification is further tribute
to the British "beam-bonders," but his faith was minplaced: Jones de-
flected the V-weaponis by passing false Impact data to the Nai-is via the
doubled Nazi apents controlled by lBritish intelligence (see Ilones, 1978:
416, 420 and Masterman, 197Z: •53-5).
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Dual rc-sponsibility or overlapping turnis of referen~ce are t:o lie avoidt.(

~ thle intelligecne agency should have aa ecKlusive charter for its operations

III~~ (p 15).

With~ respect to his own analytic methods Jones uses two atutlogies:

Lthe hurnan brain and its snses, anti the "'chain of evidence. "Intelligence

uses a variety of collection sen-ses (sources), when ona of the!re detects

I an indicution of inttrosting activity in its own domain, tile telgee
re -ielign

organiziation then turm; othe. sonses onto this activity to supplemn~et the

F. first (p). 1333. The analysis of intelligence entails converting information,

initially categor14ted by SOWrc, into information cutegorized by subject

(p. 493), as doe:s the brai. Jones seems to rice the chain of evidonce as

cet L al 4o Lids cortve rq io prutveas He A-Ic rites (p. IS 0

My real strength had beon ... that ... I
h tad done all my o~wn work mn-yself, andi hati

(I ,~ tt't cv ;o, liu n the. chAI Of vdlencu,
so that I %newv e.7;acty what its strength was.
Evet-yone else ... had had to depond on workIdone for theiv by (othaets)

and elsewhere (p. 5 23).

You must employ as few links as possible$between Vo source [ol the intelligence] and
the operat~uwil staff who make use of the
information.

According to Jones tho "cardinal principle ok int~lligecne" is

Occam's Razor: "hypotheses must not be multiplied unnecca~sdrllr"

(p. 523). The simplast hypothesis formed the strongest chain with the

fowest links:

I ~~Time after time when~ I uasd Occan' s Raz.or
in intelligence it gave i-n thle right answer ...
But every im.,w and again it wvill be wrong
By Accidont you nway just have collected a slat

I Iof factt that cart Ie explainedl by a sim~pler
hypothesis than whA., is really occurring. Ole
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answer is never to be satisfied but always
to search for fresh facts and be prepared to
modify your hypothesis in the light of those
facts. But in general Occam's Razor gives
much the greatest chance of establishing the
truth. (p. 373)

Jones' scientific intelligence analysis, like the work of the OIC.

was "tall-source," all intelligence information was potentially available

to him. But, like the OIC, Jonos did not attempt to direct all of the

earleus intelligence collection methods onto a problem. Rather he used

each within its own "domain" awl supplemanted it as anomalies or

interesting developments were noted. Jones seems to have made no

attempt to amass all data from evcry possible source, to the contrary>1 he frequently pursued a problem to a successful conclusion without usitng

¶I some sourceu at all. The beam battle estimatts were made virtually

without photo intellgence or secret agent sources, the V-weapon

discoveries were made almost entirely withoutA the assistance of the

Enigma-based Ultra intelligence (p. 348). In part, this success in

selective application of all-source capabilities seems due to Jowes

repeated application of Occam's Razor: favoring the eimplest model

that fits what is known and also provides an answer to the problem.

A second element of Jones' succvss appears to be his ability

to 'xtract oxtraordinary information fror single sources and reach

significant conclusions irom eeemingly innocuous reports. This ability

to explo't sources for the maximum information, "milking them dry" so

to speak, resulted from his familiarity with the problem he was pursuing

and with his sources. He knew the key elements to the aolution of the

protlom and he knew which sources could provide those keys antd how

reliable the information would be. In Whort. Jones was fully prep.a red
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to rocognize signific~ant informa~tion and place it into cotbtoyxt. His

~clcntifc bkg round allowed him to solve tnentit41y most of the mrblernv

lie faced. H-owever, usually more than one %olution was possible.

But Jone~s w,.,uld mentally calcu~l~to all the :lrnple.t solutions, and with

these hypothetil:i% recsults in mind, it was largely a matter of waiting

for the best-suited sources to provide the Gertmant' own answe~rs,

I. which Jones was ready to rucognizu at once.
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FEATURES• OF INTENTION ESTIMATION SUCCESSE_ S

Several features are common In these three descriptions of

intention estimation success. These commnonalities can be analyzed to

determine why they may have contributed to the success.

Wartime: Each of the three accounts related cstimatlon successes

during the course of World War II. As was noted in Sections 3 and 4,

many intention estimation failures are failures to predict the outbreak

of war, while fewer failures seem to occur during war itself. That is,

the environment of peacetime may be far less conducive to intention

estimation than the enviroument of war.

There are several reasons why the intentions of anothcr nation

may be easier to estimate in wartime. There are also many reasons

why Intention eatiiation may be more dUifkult during hostilitics. For

3x.mple, during war the security and secrecy of a notion's plans and

j intentions receive much higher priorities than during peace. Even within

an open, democ-atic nation. in wartime a veil of secrecy is drawn over

many facets of government. Embattled people acknowledge the need

for secrets and loyally aid the state'o efforts to maint In tight security.

(The thirty years of zilence that preserved the Ultra secrets despite

the thonsands who were "in the know" are one measure of the depths of

thit widespread dedication to security.)

In addition to secrecy, war brings physical barriers which slow

or prevent the flow of information and people: borders are closed, the

press and media are censored and restricted, travel and trade are

Ixopeded or stopped, miails no loager move hetveen belligerents, con-

tatcts between iutlwun are ruptured alour, a spectrum ranging from the

I'm •'4ii~lN p'a m nn s



4 ~statei to the Individual. Spies for the helligerent,4 floc~k to noutral

[cUapitals. to restore in soome slight- way this lost whidowv on ths,- opponent.

[Thcos things. make- inte-ntion estinvition mare difficult in wartime.

B~ut war also makesi L.terition cstimai n easier. Although war

-nmay be too 4crioug to he left to the general.ls, itsa oeckiton, that is3,

its tactics must be placttd In the handst of the naval and military pro-

Lfeasionials. The profc,4isional conduct of wav~r tondsz to be univerrsal -. few

are the tactical tricks that have never bc,-n tric4 before. And war Is

prosecuted by military forces which riust operato within the constraints

I of their capabilities. This bou.ndti the problem for the witritie intentiou

otitimator: lie knowvs what the esnemiy can, generally do 4sl4 he Irnows

g~nerI~y ow te emy atight proces-ti, 1w need riot atik if the enem'I s

* *1 in~t~tiox wtIl be hosil1_. he kre>wz the broad objective of the p~otif~ ~ ~~h I. eteet of hia w nation. In war th~ere aiefw4bt bu h

S[chority or reazituabletws of one's opponent. (This. fundFAMetAl A:JUX1ptiOn

of the anlenidedues~s of the enemy reakes etirnation of enemy Intention

* difficult when the thime approaches for war ta end. This iti wheiu the de-

bates are renewed: will the enemy fight on madly In an Alpine Redoubt,

Idie to the lasit nuan defendling the. En-peroril la any form~ of vurrvemwor

that its losas than "cndwwitional reasonable? WVill the emnemy. after the

war. otill peae such a threat that his. nAtion must be divided. or

"atjrarlanlrcd.1 or bombed W ck into a stone agu? Who muvt be hold

respondible fur the war crimea of th'~ enemy it tho aurrendler is to be

{ fully completot the Fuhrer. the Duce, tho Einteror. the gotiorala. the

contsion people? Theae deha tea occur bocauee there are doubtu about

the goneral ltntent tons. of the post- war e tm~y.)
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The instruments and physics of war are generally known to all;

the dimensions of war behavior are constrained by the forces and

weapons available. These can be used in many ways against many

targets but the wartime analyst can be reasonably confident that the

instruments of enemy behavior will be limited to these military

capabilities (whose characteristics can be generally estimated) and will

probably not extend far into the realm*s of culture, trade, and diplonacy.

Nor can the enemy "hide" a military capability very long by not using it.

The peacetime analyst has no such confidence. In this sense, it might

be said that the waya of war hold few surprises; indeed the two surprises

which clhaged the "physicsa" of World War 11 by orders of mgn itude

were at least anticipated by all the belligerents. The v-irring states all

knew the atonic bomb and Ullra-like codebreaking were possibilities.

although not all states thought of them as realities.

Many of the belligeresnt states neglected iadlligencze f all ktinds

in the interwar period. (liritain had no official photo reconaiseee

service. America had no ceistral intelligence c-r cryptoliic service,

Japan had built virtually no human irtelligence networks which could W€

expected to ourvive in wartime America or Britain, otc.) Pacetintoe

diplonmcy wms (and still is) often conducted without the aid of explicit

efforts to estimato the intentiont of other nAtiona. Statean intu.itively

"knew" whAt to expect from the Germans. or the Americans, or the

Britiah. or the Japanese. War destroyed these illusions aud forced the

bellieorents to turn to intelligence to provost more vurpriies. Intention

*I iestimtes, seen as unnecesaary or impossible before wvr. were in ireat

demand.

ago



11winorpaybcttwcutt balligerensI aLnr nes n con-

~ [Icentratod than the inttirrclationtihips of statetu at poacm. Acts which in

peacetime seem inconsoquontial take on grealt import.nc Io war Tho

fact that GerniAn le~aders nevc:- lied to their people about German power Io

4 cultural curiosity in peacetivie. In war is g h stuff out of which one

t I ~~estimate what wovpons the GCkrranar have. WVitht the wartim emn

[ for Izttelhgtienc~ and Intention estlmnato* comve expanded lgnsof aaalysts

to watch aal ponder the closely-woven fabric of comrbat InterplayV. The

I conwtaot thcttsts: Ad parips which were the daily, worldwide chratr

1 of World War It provided zzbund.tnt grisit for each Intenti'rn cStimator's

mill. ht po~cetime, the aralyst mnAy see*o lta ctle beavior bctwoen his

ownt natiton and ZUiýothcLr to m ttuanye ý a/ VJQXiabIo %st liaz~tts of i4t:17o 1  it

war the analyst will see so vinuvh that hsis role mtay becomo highily specialixed

I ~~And foett24 oil one, snvll aspoet 01 elemny behavior (.. rpgM.Ti

abundanced of bohavior provides the antalyst a fasit-movin an varied

1 picture ogahwot which to compare hisi hypotheses of what the enemy wý'l do.

i The density Aud rapidity of tvarfar'., do not, by thomselve3. insure

succesful or eýAs5y intention votimation. An organltational machineary for

111ith colloction And processing of &tA oa th~e flaw of ovenuts is necessiary.

Da vid Kh 1T:iSSt re hthtl1ee ni atclr

~4ttt~e*of the ontwoy',i Wttatiwws are essential Orctta witcs

4 'Ae defense. and only Coatingont haetrscwof the

offensve. In each of the three exampleo exrna 4dao'e the oothwtators,

nationas wte oe citse debt USC Inteol~gte::sligalV W4 SOP6 otethiu44enga;

1*4



fallto be ready to parry it. Withokxt Inte1lounce no defense could

succeed. K~ahn (p. 528) writes: "Knowledge of enemy intentions, is

necessary for success In defense.' So even while the Allies neglected

Intelligence before the war. they soon devoted a high level of effort to

it and especially to le-arning the enemy's plans. Having du.veloped a

* successfu.l intelligence structure during this opening defensive stage,

the Allies had the advantage oi large. functioning iaitelligance systo"Isj when the oportunities came to go onto the laitiative:-

When the Germasn *ide of war v~abed. and the
Allies seized the offensive. they re&.ped all
the advantagee. that ehi2 extensive ognization
and greater experienct gavt~ them. Their infor-
mation, in contrast to Htitler's, was high-level.
voluminous. and reliable. And they used It to
speed theZ, victory. (Kahn. J 978: 530)

War #uionns hunun efforts and sacrifices which !apectin

would avem irrabional. The intention astiznuturs. no less than the front

line warriors. gave heroic eforts and called for selfloss dedication from

their colleagues. L4. many reospecto the atrain of war on tho estin%4tors

was like that ou -he getwrals, iulmiral*;. i&W head* of atate:, they were

well aware that the lives of many innocents hung on thoir decisiousi. OnerI
readfs their acfunts of theae wartime effort# and concludegi that tho

Inteaon, estireators gave their very best.

Oft cannot conclude thAt war fs'%,ore the work of Inention

estimatutr and p~ca does not. llut the tAsks of etiato" diffe r in the

tw4 eavi amens as* do the roisources availabl. Until detalled accounts

of pacelawWetan cattu~io# ucoaisaa re v~iabl Itwill r'*main

anWe qeeio wt~ho te W~a rOCOOOan Md"O f h



Models: Each of thz throe accounts specificalily 11vntionsj the,

L ~uzwo xpii nRcso enemly behavior. Geore's nuttin of the

prop~aganda analysts' modal was the most detail&l; Jones' mental modols

L ~~wery ba*e'I largoly on applied physics; the rrcigRoom's model was

fowimdor oil 1?-boat cotntnun~rations, cupabiliticr. and tactics. Those

orlodla formed for the -malysts the rough outlines of what the enenty

could do In the future andi how hto would act. As currvt intelligence was

fitted Into thesae tidel, specific opiosing hYtete we0dan h

tiel als all-wed the- aaly~sts to uxtrapolate spocific Tt my action
f rom the vaeicm%' hypotheses,. preparing them to re~cogtizth sinfcnc

of the Actkual Action whe'n it %viat t.a1ken.
Strn;!nc ene:'rho utseL of t!-jliett mnodv' fav, tt-d, th-i formu-

lastion ;3M tv~ting againtst tieah other of Alterttativ; hypathe~tie4l edtimates

of rtery iEta$~g ach tit the threeý aeeountM Strsigsed this& pittin~g of

competing htypo5theses0 ag~atast thke fovtdlwe. Two of the Othve accountts

1(Geaor fa anPA Diiosly) noted the possibile problemis of analytic bia5 which

the uset of mA explici;" rmdotl moigt engendeor, but both 4soo nvotd that, by

eltabratizig 4ud testing mvultiplo hypothesesg. this prcb4ent, was largely

Owl"v w;ao. Jqac~s ~t44d hbz bvleet that, iii testing hyadwteses 4againsUt 0ach

@theg, p~rtilvivuy and aimplicity wero Importaitt criterpria *in seleeti the

t.s -rodidiott. A shnll~r Attitude Aeemed4 implicit LU the avpw.PrAIh of-j te tackig io~on tM*t prvdicted 1couriies which fit thv kunatn (act*

I ~ ~ wvro not to Wo discarded evvn Uf the (acto wore skto4.

I S.At-rctliaaee: Uoth Jones ani ~i%4 t'r llcvod itAt Wozt~tiwvý

otitmatluti" t?45 Af tdvdzt nu mlintte rtam roes

eatiumatioteffort, it. WCOIt*a cliar thazz e4c4 V!AL hnls wn~s4it
1L alytV4mA!0
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,wn estimates on the basis of personal analysis. However, the stress

on this "one-man rule" was far stronger in the two "all-source"

instances of Winn and Jones than in the case of the propaganda analyst.

The all-source estimators had to master the intricacies of each

of the intelligence sources available to them. They had to know its

strengths, weaknesses, blind spots and potential capabilities. Winn

and Jones had to know how to assess and weigh each fact against their

knowledge of the source and the problem at hand. As Jones put it

(p. 353), they had to forge each link in the chain of logic personally to

know just how strong an estimate they could actually make. Knowing A

the capabilities of their sources, Winn and Jones knew which question.s

each source could be expected to answer and with what degree of

certainty. By piecing their estimates together themselves, they know

how strong a case they had.

By doing all of the analysis himself, the intention ustimator was

also bettor able to note discrepancies and inconsistencies in the pattern

of any one aspect of enemy activity or in any ,.rno source of intelligencu.

This sense of the "norm," as Denning termed it, would probably not

emerge as easily in a team or committee effort; in fact, as demonstrated

in George's contrast of the F'BIS analysts and their British counterpart

in the example of the V-woapons, even the individual may miss a

deviation from the norm if his attention is only sporadically turned to

the activity or the source. Each of the three accounts dramatically

conveys the quality of estimates and Inferencoeu which can be based on a

methodical evaluation and exploitation of patterns in a single intelligence

sources
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Intimate familiarity with all aspects of the estimnation process

[ sccnis also to have assisted1 Jones and Winn with the "front end" of the

process: guiding the collection of intelligence. Because Jones and Winn

II had explicitly formulated the intention questions they were attempting to

answer amknwtetype of answers they expected to get, they were
beter bl togude hecollection effort to secure th aawhich would

Igive them their answers. In Kuhnian tc.rms (Section 6), they were able to

utilize the transformations of viuion which a Lull familiarity with a scientific:, iTparadigm- brings (Kuhn, 1970: 111).
SFor example, Jonus knew the Citermans were developing rockets

and lie suopected aeveral of tbe Nat'.i radar stations, whuse .nt ssagvd hv-

c';-Ul6 road via Ult.:2, would 1iv Lt (cX`0g tnu rvAv LktN By fuueii a2 1 collection and a'yiseffort un this 'a of radar sites Jones obtztdnld a

comp~e~e ec'~r'I o 4.~t te t sfi h . 14-v lie, ntt knowi t t th

tests aind trackine were nocosaary and wher, thw'y wove 1iIbely to bis, he

would not have known where to look for the right data, or. It Ws likely.

have recagntzted it if it 144d later fortultoou pi? -.d A toond 0.'tmi&p1@

Wf tho piy-off of se1Z-rolianco ~oure %wn~r ýneti -aamiund "aeria

phtota'.ttph oiPte-ifd whihad proviouoely -*nalyxe4 V) a

oxprt photo itrprotor. tfaikie tho oxprt, Joneto aoted the, fir~t lmag@

of i V-Z roýj:et, 4e;~ ho' L-now what to 1eoUt for Attd4o 4.oe cto

whereo it would Ný lovatod. The oxv rt w~a Aaso ljokilng for Yovkotti Uut

it lo uu ht1 a vcorA tA~ fti ao-~~O#d1



object as did Jones, 10 who had already oketched its outline on the basis

of his background knowledge and other intelligence sources. Further-

more, Jones was able to prepare other analysts to better recognize the

answers he sought. On the basis of radar trackings of the V-I tests he

know when and where to expect the next test of the V-1. From various

agent reports he had a firm Idea of how the V-1's were launched and

what they looked like. He was thus in a position to request a photo

ce..o::naissance mission over the right place at the right time and when

he -ot i., the photo interpreter found the V-I in the place it was expected j
to be.

Influence and Charter: Joner and Winn had an extremely high

h.svel of influunce over the military and political leadership of wartime

Blritain. Their estimates were heard in the highest councils and formed

the basid for major military operations. Furthermore. the Tracking

Room and Jones' Scientific Intelligence Division received an implicit

charter ter the work they were doing. altbough other agencies might

S10'
lono, (p. 339) makea clear that the photo interpreter was e1s s

ready" to see the rocketo than someone who knew what to expet: ".
(W)hat one could see in a photograph was often a matter of sub ective intor-
pretation. ... tT)he pr'iatpal interpreter assigned to the tamk supplemented
his powers of obsoervation hy a remarkably fertile imagination. What were
in fact catapults for flying botohs were, for example. interpreted -s 'Pludge
pumps.o theory pvrhaps coloured by the iaterpreter's previowi ,wperi-
ence as an eonginoer with a river Ctehmt BoArd after hWo Cambridge
Ph. D. thesis on cl~a#ical hydraulic engineering ... '*

t 01eesly oteA (p. 159) that O. .C. had no e.eeoutive Authtilty:
it morely provided i.orawtion 4nd appreciations in tko !igltt of whit-h
othvr do rtfrments took 41tio.;. Plas,. Operattion and Trade Dividions
were, }t theory. p orfectly t•nt!1 ed to tg aur v the, advice proff orect to the m,
the fact that they so rarely did @o is an indication of th. influence whieh
0. 1. C. exerted." Elwohore (p. 4) he nates that "no m4ritime operatia.,"
over took p|5ce without Cousul.ation with the OIC OtWLf.
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participate in the solution of a particular puzzl.e, Brit.Ain's leaders

insisted that these estimators be consulted anti kept infol'med. This

positive reinforcement froni the top levels demonstratud to Jones and

Winn the high respect and value given to their estimates. It also

Idemonstrated to others the high priority their estimation efforts enjoyed

with the nation's leaders. Jones was frequently encouraged by Churchill

: I Lto use the Prime Minister's name if he found his intelligence work int-

pedged. Jones noted how the attitude of the UAE photo Interpreters on

;Jj.i w-hom he relied became far mor; cooperative when they discovered that

Jones was in A position to include favorable references to their work by

I [. n�ame in reports going directly to Churchill (p. 108, 13,*).

It would be inappropriate, however, to attach too much significance

to this high influence and exclusive charter which supported Win'ls and

t;~:ftJoes'c intentiaton estimation efforts. Thet VFlS amwilydt enjoyofd io Accelss

to the high circlos of policy " nd strategy but still produced consitaently

timtrely mid accurate ei.dnute of Nai intentions. (But note th4t one of

¶ 'tho very bet estimautes reviewvd by George, the British V-weýapons

PAtlyoia. was specially commissioned by top Intelligence loaders.)

SI WNevthvleýs. the aimiladity to the way in which Joneo and Win"

I first oaierged in the limelight and the similar tactics they used to resaiat

vftorto to dioplave them freak thoir poostt~one of influenco Are ntinteworthy.

This simnilArity of tho two pattorna asaem unlikely to be purely coitncideatal

they arc probably important componrets to the political aspocts of inMtation

~t I estimt:-ion. da

Joetos toot tho day World War It bhern and was imwedi-

i toly called on to assess a statemeat by litler Which setued to bdtoken

4son•i scret GeraAn weapau that might be used to attAk tha British

II



Islas. With the assistance of some linguists Jones concluded Hitler was

referring obliquely to the Luftwaffe. This early, convincing defusing cf

an impcrtr -,t flap in the first panicky days of war put Jones In a favor-

able light with his superiors In both the Secret Intelligence Service and

the Air Staff. He passed this baptismal test successfully.

Jones was a former colleague and student of the two mostI

Influential scientists In wartime Britain- Tizard and Lindemann (later

Lord Cherwell). Both knew anti respected his prewar work in applying

physics to air defesv'e problem... and Tizard was responsible for Jones'

appointatent with SIS and the Air Staff. Having these highly placed

associates was less critical to Jones' influence than his relationship with

them later. during critical crises. There were many other scientists,

equally close or closer to Ti--ard and Lindemann. who never shared the

mcaoure of confidouce Churchill and the British sidlitary leaders placed

ian Jones. But his access to these men brought Jusies' work to Churchill's

attention.

Jones stopped into the limelight during the beam tiattlo. Ott2

June 1940 this Z$ year old scientist was summoned (largely at Listdeoann' s

urging) to Churchl'fs, cabinot meeting to explain whiy Jones bolieved the

beams existed (see chronology. 1'lcure 7). The meeting followed two days

of futessea rc'4ng by teRYba-uor.equipped accordifto to

"I Jones' own speflation. At the meeting Jones found contusion over the

nature of the beama and uppooition from~ his mentor. Tizard. In twenty
minautoa 4ions rolatod tho history of his beam intolligoace effort and the

eomvb.-a nicasures he contemplated or had act Underway. Churchill

later doscribed to Jones the effect this meeting had on hint (Jones, p. 108):



L:

*(l1)aving surveyed our positioni In the early
wt.-vkq of June 1940, he thought that we ought
just to be ablo to hold the Luftwaffe by dlay.
And then, when this young man can-t in in(' told
him that thny eould still bombi as accurately by
night, when our nightfighters would still be

Eli almont 1powerless, it was for him one. of the
blackest mroments of the war. But as the voting
man went on the load was onee again li~ted be-

~ 11c-use he said that there could he -ways of
countering the beams and so preventing our
most Important targuts being destroyed.

F That same night the RAF beami-hunters found the beams exactly as Jones

had predicted, at the place he had guessed they would be. This personal

triumlph Churchill sceems never to have forgotten: thereafter ho recAlled

Jones as (quoted in Jones, p. 516): "the man who broke the bloody beam.

[ It was; not that Jones had made so many corroct estimates and predictions,

I but that hQ ma~de this one crucial prodiction directly to Church~ill despite

henceforth en!- -d an unshakable heroic reputation with Churchill.

Beeal. count of Winn's first days as head of the Tracking

Room Is rermt ýbly almilar to Jones' first success, albeit, pitched atL~ a lesser level. While still Thringts depuity, Wiwi had argued for th

di dI rputo I a not exactly cloar, but several factors suggest the following

story 'holdo the key. Ileealy wrttes (p. $71 that the truth of tho story is

mird to vouch f~jr am he could not Interviow the par! -lý

Operiatins DINAgick"] eamo dowu to tho Tracking
Room and obhterved on the plo that there were

H Fahead of then't on the plot was a takb Indicatingthe pot-Ition, deduced from a D/F fix. of a U-boat.



to the U-boat's future movements and
whether it would endanger the tankers.
Winn's view was that, in view of the length
of the signal the U-boat had just made. it was
probable that it was about to start its return
to base, and that it his theory was correct, it
might well intercept ono or both of the tankers.
Edwards decided to make an experiment, and
obtained Trade Division's somewhat reluctant
agreement; one tanker was diverted to a route
that in Winn's opinion would take her clear of
the probable path of .•e U-boat; the other tanker,
in accordance with Trade Division's wishes, was
left on its original direct Great Circle course to
her destinati,.n. Next morning Winn's guess, for
it was no mere, was proved right. The tanker
which had been diverted was unmolested but her
unlucky sister was sunk.

Whether it was due to this episode or not.
the decision was taken .. that ... Thring must
be moved to less onerous duties and that Winn
should be ... appointed in his place.

The fact that this story has survived all of its participants and

"fits" the pattern noted in Jones' case suggests it might hav. occurred

more or less as Beesly related it. Such lucky first impressions seem

tt, be extremely memorable and instrumental in establi~hing influence.

In the case of both Jones and Winn the initial success was swiftly

followed by more remarkably accurate and useful predictions. Neverthe-

less, it seems likely that it wos their initial impressions that made their

superiors attend closely their subsequent efforts, and coming to

appreciate their highly accurate track records, to forgive them their

occasional lapses.

Both Jones and Winn defused mAny of their critics by givi .•

them all the available intelligence information and ltting their critics

try to draw the proper inferences from the data. The Naval btaff rarely

challenged the Tracking Room experts but when they did. Winn dealt with

the criticism directly, as Beesly (p. 157-8) describes:
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.. Admil rat Sir Max~ fIto 4)1, .. confmmanJIr-
in-Chief Weusti rn Approaches, ... WAhS din-

?;tqfled with appreciation. ie imb h

convoy battle, and attacktid W~inn at ono of the

he ltail no option), buit suggqestedt that ifhoctl
he givs-n half an hour, ho~ would lay out;%th
intelligenCe. avkilablQý to the Tracking Room at
thu time the appreciation wan madv. The Admiral
coluld thon sr:arine It himnself and dlecide what
diffvrent .coticlus torts ho would ha~ve conic to. When
11orton arrived In tho Tracking Rloomnh Wle wscon)-
froxtt4 with a mass of Special Intelligoncit tdgndls,
1,/F fix s, ihtin.4 -g riqports ;and the. A %t conafirmedi ~positions of the ti-boats comcmernd. 'It's all yours,

tehiqr, I sadWnn alhd with Chisf ofritics was Lhiverpooltw

bat~~j iaon iateruetalu of thurry farcthe awunti Id ehletn~ a1 ~ pt~sbed Nc esdumttdownc. bthafera perio ofual Wypthes hihSvj

had alveady ovsdrd toIVn deai nd he wsntiewI that mosot of itocwhw

1~ Mc pponen's-loic cotid i protvit ce wh .ws v heldw Oas welis woul-d

alternat and hyi ttwdf "Goodbe Cacto t-- ISbeea i ts so totn youl."~

[ his crdibilty 1)tprw 1sm-r ,Uýciohen he expees iehlegi~teire hei woul have

tonferesncea on thoerV-weaponsi~ whrc plttesl Jons whichas twnwa. as~ytob

k-chlene. Jonsad aoh wol hin v rian pithasl detoiher la~liUndettwaws caste.

h~nd oi;Al c~eeme, tcluingWo p~ioibl chlloaro.He o"i

hold 4mv laonitrrttu ftoofcoutlhaewlne a
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Churchill would turn to Jones' former professor and remark: "another

point against you, and remember, it was you who intro !-iced him to mel'

(cited in Jones, p. 345). Because he personally undertook the analysis

of each problem in its entirety. Jones was far mnore familiar with the

strengths and weaknesses of various alternative estimates than were his

critics, who usuolly relied upon staffs to develop their estimates.

[j Source Exploitation: In all three examples of successful intention

estimation one c€n infer the importance of following a particular source

of information snthodically and patiently, in order to detersine the

background pattern or norm of activity against which anomalous events

might occur. However, the estimators had to pick sources to monitor

which had a high probability of detecting an anomaly in a sigAificant area

4 behavior -- methodically collectin; data from a trivial source had no

prospect of useful payoffs. The estimation expert# had thus to decide

what forms of an omalous belavior would te sigailicant and which sources
- -

would bostde~v uec o Anif in patter14.s

For eyAmple., the Uritioh prpaganda a.lyst aticipated tho

r sigulficaceo of N44i fereaneo to -tAliation wvopon* and to German

Power. FOcuuin" on there theomel he noted the significant WerruptiWu

in the former in Aogust Aod S s4'ber and the aonistncy and veracity at

the latter. In another exampl. R. V. Jon@s* knowledge of vxistiag radio

navigation to0budq%&e aud the warnin• of the 04ao Rport led him to liotan

for certain lave|ngtha n ad A gigna cbA4 toriotic# and to watch for vertai#

kin&s of tr-mitfte~f -ain tho locaticona where tho G~ermans Would tw likv

to put them ip view of their tr is ion phd. .

Fi
1!:'•



fin Addition to wio i~ng trends, this sourcu exploitation permitted the

[4 stImators to mauegrativa avidence in thtiir logic. All thrue accounts

injclude qignifijcant ins-taitees of negative evidence used to sup port one

hypothesisi and rejuct others.

L Fluidlly, with A methodically collectud serien of obsurvatloits on

aparticular nignifilcauit as~pect of enemy behavior, the estintator4'

cl heck thvir explicit zndods oit the enevny tgin this accumnulated

rr-cord.. The rfloezost ctc.tld theni be adjuted@r or Lao tiources could ho

recheckwed if a doscrcpancy bc-twven them. was noted. Gradtvtlt1y the

ji [ models tecante nlove. vtnrplctc asnal the CistifiL~toCMgan a firmeor tznchir-

stadtulng of th- lmIits of their various zsources.

to the neoct ýievt'Qor weý reviet theorive aind et p3ritnent i-% the

t beha4vtur to de0trrtnint whyl~ *t-Cceisful tand uttucctnisful ellimtnats o( '
II I~~ttoat%*(iI have th hretrii foaturem aotod in Section 4 and here

4 1. in Section T.



SE CTION 8

EMMAtRKh'G ON THEIiR EAIN OF "Qd

EXPLAINING WEZAKNESSES IN THE~ ESTIMATION OF INTENTION

29



2 E~~~MMLIUl)(ING ON1 M F4 ~AMQIN O -0011:; I [1EXPLAINING T11M WDAENE$SNES IN TIME ZST51IMATLON OF INITE~NTON'

I "Now then, Pooh," 'said Christophcr Robin,
"where's your boat?t

"Trhuru 1" said Pooh, piointing proudly.

"Bot It's too sm-all for two of us," said

2: 1 ~Christopher Robin sadly.I.
"Three of uw with Piglet."l

"That nmake,; it smnallcr vstill. Oht, Poo~h Bluar,

'-4 Vwhat shalt~l we do?"
Anid thcxt thiki IcAr. Pooht flar.Wii-t-

Pooh . ,--in fact, Pooh himnnet% - _

ss'wte-thing so %tevver tha~t Chridtuphor atonin c, Uld

i taring.wnvndtýrizM: if this %w:4 Naaty Ut lm:ý.r (t Ve ryj

might. ¾H Opened h10 umbrvll and jiut it point

duwitwards its Otat water..

"I MtihzlI call this boat The Braiin ot 4'ooh." said
11Clwistopher Robin, And Tho Brtir4 of Pooh set.

1. Ail fcshwith ina A euth.;stsw -A -- otka
roevoviag gravvfully. 'ydrti,

IIA. A. Mdatw, pa44

S%)Ct~1 and Or4Atitui*tAl ptiyehahipy. V4Wlroo of Intentio etin tio

j [ ~ r~4nh~ts th' r 1st.4 ~iycWtn~iat WehAttiin int chaoe 4idrtttl"tt od

1 ~ twr~otot and sr~tos Wvijnwky (144&1) itutel *otvtie aithde



"sociological reasons why organizations may fail to produce good

intelligence. It is not the aim to repeat these efforts, but tu cover

more completely other aspects of the intention estimation task which

have had insufficient analysis. Various weaknesses of the tasks are

identified and compared to the methods utilized in the successful

episodes of intention estimation (Section 7), to identify compensating

techniques.'-
It is important to reassert that, although the analysis of

intelligence .ailures and this section tend to dwell on one task at a

time, we believe it is much more likely that faulty estimates of in-

tentions result from complex "causal error chains, " as described by

Turner (1976a, b) which lead to disasters (see Section 5). That is,

while an analyst may make an incorrect judgment about some aspect

of an intelligence problem, this mistake alone is rarely sufficient to

cause an intelli,;ence failure. Such failures more likely result from

concatenations of many mistakes, which culminate finally in an

erroneous estimate of intentions. Consequently, to understand these

* error chains this report has attempted an overview of the intention

estimation task, as a whole, as well as an analysis of the strengths

and weaknesses of each of its various parts.

Weaknesses of the Individual Analyst. Shown in Figure 8.1. are

the various interpretations of intelligence failure at the individual level.

There are two main themes in the individual model of failure: the

difficulty analysts have in separating signals from deception and noise;
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adthe tendency to f it incoming signals into the context of existing

perceptions and images. Some other themes include the official,

"mosaic" theory of intelligence, the inappropriate estimation 01 risks,
-4 N

and the cognitive feedback mechanisms which reduce uncertainty. 1n

the following paragraphs we examine some of the psychological

mechanisms underlying these problems, and describe several additional

cognitive limitations which are related to the estimation of intentions.

4 ~Access to Cognitive Process. Psychologists havi' taken two

approacheb to the invast&&ý,ion of how experts make estimates and

choices, a mathematical statistical approach and u process tracing

approach (Einhorn, Kleinniuntz and Klainmuntz. 1971: Hogarth. 1974).J

in the first approach, the payc1hologists obtain fronowpexrt judges a list

of the important diniies ions of a decision, The psycholog~ists thwn comn-

~ Ibino data on these variable dimeinsionu using simple mahemAtical hermula

(e. g., linear re~jrossion) to predict a choice or produce a judgntont.

That is, the expvrts Jetarnt~tv the variables. and the forsou)~s integrate

tOe informAtiou. Theso actuarial or statistical Judgments have 4ooa

found conaistently to be superior to the judgmeatm of the experts them-

selves (flawas, 197?; Goldberg, 1968, 1970; MoohI. 1954; slovs,ýC

Fisechhoff. And Lichtuasteiol, 1977).

Process tracing models Ar4 duoelupod from the verbal prottwols

of expert Judges and are oxprosssod its computeor algorithms (Nowell aVA

Simon, 197?.). Procovd tracing is usuch uture cupeertwd with the

judgos' cognitive procvdawe than s ir tOw M;titivd 4pprti~dl. 1urthernsto,
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whiub: the Nttit2tSitI approach and process tracing focuM on informnia-

tion integration and decision, proces.% tracing goon on to attemrpt to

snodel other phenomenati such as attention to cues, cue sampling, and

the Imnco.suhstitutability of cuos.

~ f Intuitively the process-tracing approach appears more promising

as a neans of determining. how expert jiidgos really do sulve problems.

* jHo-tever, an important taptr by Niabctt 4nd Wilson (19707) suggests

tlýtwi-nptol tjt-ernpt t report ontheir cognfttvt procc;sscs and how

they ust- information Lu re:ach their canclusio.-s, they do not report Oin

the txtaniz of any true itnrospwetion into theirL own mental rect'ýions.

A A
1it'isttnifl. thse. in 1 .rts arc- batzcd on Lizirs, implicit causal. theories,

QCo jud(mrtMOtS, thotit dit, ect_ ot tit which a tmrtictilar piectt of information
is a pt4"s~idW 44it~sifo 4wa pArticuL-.r conclusion. Th. ugetthat eve

though judges may not ho able, to directly ob.-,-rve and report on their own

cug~ tie ptwss~,theý-y will n,-verth~cleau eomctinw8 Provide accurate

prototets wheswov*e the informa4tion. which thia experts tin fact use4d to feint

.~~J I their ttwhvsis Altio 't tialient and tmsiiebai4 for their judgrtwnts.

WVhin the oxpertts use cues which4 aro nwot salient or pl"Uibe, ea~uies (or

4 thevir )u4dtmeat5. they aro itttccura~to rep~rtwra tmi their own montal

IIjudg-imitprot:;v:.JNiobtwt:Atd WLI:;$V* papcrtmpliai cth~tt:kiog::Mwrt

onhow the ju4r,.o th~tnV Ohey are mna~ttg judgmvatu, Uut mialeading infer-

i Imnat iou o how thoy actually do forn coawha ions. For oxamnpli. '4.Wberg

I r: (1948, 1170) Leala that 6hointml 3udgcvs bdheve they Are pamrforminS



complicated multivariate judgments when objectively their informa-

tion-processing policies can be represented by simple linear combinations

of evidence using a fairly small number of variables. The general and

widespread result of those studies is for people to overestimate the

importance they place on cues which actually play a minor role in their

decisions and to underestimate their reliance on the few variables which

are the major influence (Slovic and Lichtenstein, 1971). As Fischholf

(1976; 432) summarizes: "people tend to exaggerate their information-

processing sophistication."

Einhorn, Kleinmuntz, and Kleinmuntz (1979) report a process

tracing experiment involving judgments of the nutritiunal value of break-

fast cereals. All the various cereals had similar calories ands thus this

cue could not discriminate among the cereal brands (calories did not

correlate wvith other cues either). Neve~rtheless, the judges paid close

attention to this z~ue and believed It was important to their decisions,

although logically it was not (because of its low variance over brands)

and a statintical analysis showed this cue received no weight in the

judgesl actual decisions.

In summary. Nisbett and Wilson's (1977) review of a variety of

psychological studies indicates that there are signals and cues which
may be very influential for an expert intelligence analyst but the analyst

may be unaware of this influence. The analyst may be unaware of the

signal or cue iteelf, dispite its effects. Finally, tho analyst may

poree-ve somo cutts isd sIignals as having a groatt iimpact on his
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i~'IiiWenL i 111c~HL~.y .":t uLliy h~ave tit) discui rnlit. *'l~o14hpt

~~ L analyst's coilelusionls.

This difficulty, of experta being unable to accurately assess

wvhich signals are im-portant for their decisions and which are nut, was

~ cldemonstrated in Slovic and Lichtenstein's (1971) review of the literature

on the correspondence b'itween the actual and the subjective weights

~H 1' people place on evidence in j udgment tasks. Slovic and Lichtenstein

~* I Vfound that a wide variety of juidges (including many expcrtts) have poor

ins ights into the weights they assign evidence and that their subjective

I roports tend always to etiffer frum objective asses lnle-Its of what weights

are ;Actually given to uviLonre:. Stovic ndi uiti 1udhuwevev,,

that there was some correispondenco betweewn objective and subjective

I. weights, leading Nisbott and Wilson (1977: 254) to~ note that this is

V \,irtUally the 2nat~evideace in psychology that "people can ti4 at all accurate

in reporting about the cffects of stimuli on their respnses.' i-ioever,

Slovic, Fischhoff iktd Lichton;itein (1977: 8) note that many studio.5 of

~ Ichoico boha vior have val idated the. intrompe~tivo reports5 of )udges or

Se.xpe-rts against theoretical predivtions or datA fromn onintro-spoctive

U1.
sources. One probleni with this conclusion may be what N44bd-tt and

Wilson (1977: 254) termv the lack of "causal theory controls." that is.lj ~ the expert's subjective weights away me rely reflect cultural or *ub-

cUlturat rules which prescribe how evidence is to be us d to formi

Vjudgsments. SneO xrtasometirnv d use otvlreaf

evaluation, experin-ienterasimay occasionally find evidence that
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subjective and objective weights in judgment tasks may agree as a

result of the judge adhering to a formal evaluation rule (a. g., a

military analyst might be taught that concentrations of forces alwaysI

precede an attack and might apply this formal rule whenever he

estimates the probability of an attack, similarly, a college admissions

11, officer might always attend to test scores as important predictor Infor-

mation regarding success in colloge). Nisbott and fllorgida (19715: 4)

suggest that "perhaps in (act, it is only when we have rather well-

rehearsed schemata (i. a.. rules] for dealing with cortain types of

abstract, data summary information that it Is u~sed in a fashion that

the scientist would declise b as rational."

Making such rules explicit and open to examinatlon is a fro-L ~ quent recommenilation for improving Wnelligence estima-don of
Intention# (B~ette. 1978;: Jervis. 1976: Shlaini, 1976; see Section 4),

%done which was followvd by successful initention estimators (see
Section 7).

rdrmation Oveload. Clearly one problem for the intelligence

analyst is the monitoring of more information sources than c.An be

usefully WegAtod into an estimate. However, 4 more §ubtle probloni

occurs when the analyat concludes that because he is successful in

inidtaring more chanes he is nocoaarily mtaking better eatimates

thais hv would It he numitijred fewer. Research by Slavic and Carrigan

in lforatatiora oourcors&:roatA ae d toacrc fthi rdcin

was utwlu-PC"iwe :No tho iA1. 20. or 40 pivt of infrsonutio.



Up to it small numbnr of information channeils, prmdiction accuracy

actually increased, but beyond that point having more sources of infor-

mation decreased consistency and led to anwarranted overconfidence,

with no increase in accuracy. These results r~einforce the doubts about

theoy o inellgene" hatan analyst should have "t all the facts" before

[aiga siaerie by Hilsrnan (1956) and Wabscrmnan (1960).

Bise of Memory and Recall. Since the early work of Bartlett

in the 1920's and 30's, psychologists have been aware that human memnory

I. of complex events is best characterized as a process o-, reconstruction

rather than one of recollection (Norman, 1969). Bartlett found that

I V accuracy of report was the exception when people attempted to recall

stories, argumnents, or drawings and that what typically occurs in

mem'lory is a reconstruction from a general "schemna," or ail active

I organization, of the original material. This schema depends heavily

on wvhatever the person perceives to be the isolated and striking details

in the original m-iaterial. Cons~equontly, recall Of complex data tends

I ~to bv shorter th1um the original, more modern, more coherent and

comsequential, and theso errorfs increase with time. With increased

tlnw thore is more "constructivo remembering," or invention, and people

are often most pleased about and certain of those items they invented than

I I those the7 accurately rocalled.

~~ Posner (1969). Franks and lDransford (1971) and Bransford and

Frankti (1971) demonstrated that subjecti appear to aSb tract a schema

~ fros complex visual utimuli or sentences and use these for subsequent

L recogu~lton judgmewnts. Further, subjects rated themselves most
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confident of having seen r :hematic sentences even though such sentences

were actually never shown the subjects in the original sessions. In re-

lated experiments (Barclay, 1973; Bransford, Barclay, and Franks,

1972) it was found that subjects go beyond the information given in

complex data and store not only information from the data but also

implications and inferences from the data.

Intelligence officers are not immune from the tendency to

recollect instances that reflect schematic constructions but which did not

exist in the original material. Holmes (1979) reports that U.S. Navy

intelligence officers in the Pacific prior to the Pearl Harbor attack had

set a watch for the famous "East Winds Rain" code signal from the

Japanese. In subsequent investigations of the Pearl Harbor failure some

officers recollected having seen the signal, but all available evidence

suggests it was, in fact, never sent.

As noted in Section 7, expert intention estimators report

developing surprising memories for the material they handled, when

they otherwise had no surprising mnemonic t. lents. It seems quite

likely that this experience parallels the highly accurate rmcall and

rapid memory storage feats noted in expert chess players. Such experts

can study a chess buard for only a few seconds and recall each piece's

location, and retain these memories for weeks or months. Such recall

is possible, however, only for meaningful board positions: chess pieces

which are placed randomly are no more readily remembered by the exports

than they are by novices. Studios of the eye movements u! the chess

experts show they literally focus on the moot important strategic re-

lations between the pieces. Similarly, the excellent rccall of the

successful intention estimators probably resulted fromt thvir abilities
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to fit vach pieve of datit into a. meaningful uositex4, or to dtb rmnu Ritb

[ promising, potentially relevant features, tio that when a now context

was; formetd they could recall the earlier data which could now be fit

ii into the new context (Klatzky, 1975).

~ FIn summiary. memiory scholars (eog.. Il~atz-ky, t975; Nortnan, 0949;

Posner, 1973) observe-d that for material to be stored in long-term

It ~ memory, it must be integrated within the existing structure and fit with-

> tIn the schem-a created by previous material. This t~chonla-linkcd storagej

~ I: may bias retrieval, however. For example, tYunkhouscr (196$) had

people classify u1))ectfl according to color or thapc. Subaecquently. the

1 people were 1)etter in speed and accuracy oaf recall when allowed toI ~ ue theorigial caspiiato -cew thatt whten forceOd to ufle a ne-w -set

K -- of categories. In othe-r words. memvory Is searchedl effuirt~tis ly provtlded

Ithat UtiQ conitoxt at the time1 of retrItvvA1 (pvob~len cot~xt Outheg te

organinational ctasa~iivationa made at Input, i. o. . it' the data at rctrieival are

1 "context addressbAel" (ShIffrist and Atkinsou, 1949). If the cositext at ye-

1 ftrieval requires a new claifpiezAtlon, memtory 3oeArch is more dtifivalt.
Typically, howevor, the problem context matc~hes the inpot *chemna, only

for easy prot ~em*1 Whemi the two ihffer. inappropriate data t'n~y ho

recalleod (thokie with inpot schtmna sim~lar to the probleut coaoxst but 'tot

Pecvsoarily relevant to the probtovi%). or appropriate d4tA tfl4V Itot 6e

recalled, or tho problemt context may ho skewod to match what oeem to

be appropriate datA tit a different tichema. $chmntA teed to Atr~iugly

Iaffect porception ao well as mem-ory 4a4 are tho basio of many *41U-kno*ws

I * perceptual Illusions. Ittusions reoult frkom the tendoucy (blast to sot

all stimuli as reflecting our typival rec-tilinear iworWd. A vivi @yAmple

I j of how perceptuat sichemav In turn Wiatteve utenory csnnes frot studies
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of people's mental maps. Parisians, who normally pe:ceive the Seine

from ground level as gently and slowly curving through the city,

typically recollect the rivar as making a shallow 1450 bend rather than

the sharp. 850 angle of its actual course, which is accur.tely perc;rved

by aviators and geographers (Milgram, 1977).

* Two organizing mental structures commnonly used in memory are

* ordered lists and hierarchies. Both of these structures can bias recall.

Many personal expcriences appear to be organized in memory as lists,

however ntultidimensional events tend j.ot to be ordered in memory on

• ~lists of several dimunsions but rather along a sinle~• din -ension. DcSoto

(1961) noted that peoples' impression# of others on a variety of dimensions,

touch as voice quality and intelligence, tend to be highly correlted; i.e..

those judged high in one quali~y are also judged high on others. This

tendency to see various qualities as co-occuring has been termed the

3 '%at* effect" by social psychologists. Tk-e implication i# Wt~w. for

certain dlserlm-r.ntions and ju*dgmvats. peoplo tend to c'fa~pee varioutls

dlmeasi~o~i iiU one, &An to destoraltite from, that o"e dimensonou to others.

There is strong evidence that mmrutry *4 vmce h ~ hirarclhicai

structurc (g.*Warren. 197,) More importiiutly. ea nts whlu h ar

not repreented ty hierarchical otructurve tend to W altered io tomory

SI so that they can be (Dawea. 1966). For exmple. ?)awo compared mcm-Ory

of otatwomnts of the ton-a "Some X iaro Y" vith those of the Norm "All (or

No X are Y" mind found that "souue" stateomolt are moro likely to re-

eallod as " oll r no" stat@emnts thai the reverse. ThW. prefereac (or

ab~o4uto and couavrete cone@Pts Vtall at no") rolative to, rolativititic or

am3biguoaw veco~ts ("*onto") pridvad Wthr iaa~lytic tusk* ao W01l. A

furtl*4r ihr" ritoriotiv of h14 *vhricdu i.to th4t pepr ol Wt1t *

*. 2-'
}}1



;trc often r%!prc-~,ntund At higlor leivala (e. g. *"birds fly") an)

thwse propnrtieiu arc- then applied to lower levels (e.g., "leagleo fly").

I TIs cut, lead to misapplication of propeidosu (e. g., "ostriches fly").

"I urther, propertiesare often :ssignwcla clasn; an the basis of

killers,"1 thureforo "birds are killers"). Such thinking is conned

r~ [ stareotyping" and may be due to the orgattixational structure of roemory.

Tito implications of hierarchical nwntury structure are that czlass ass~ign-

~~ ; L nttts 4re o:ncmtinw* ina;ppropri~to. msid infoernceo freinm pt'opcrtion of

~ I - individuals to prqwprties of clAtsses ;Ata vice veria aro not always

Llc~s tlttntght and drtigfails of dAMA a4ro ionportzant in

Iv rtu :411~ or rocagAI4o UAlqtto or strikinr tawrth tion wilotlittl

detail oven ovor log wtriods of tinto (Rack 4nd Englostoai, 1959).

I'NUVMaemeists (i#4tvidu;As With ereatec than USU4l ntemorv capability)

:; 11 atribute. their prodigious nwiiwry. ia part, to the@ir itbility to oxpovloace
eatch par.ticu~i r dAtttm Au a tat~qto i~tstAuco (IirltA. 1941$. hotro are

Ai 4 *@r pl ttto~tnts of thig vhAraotoelstW 43 nwonory. Frltit. vion-

.cctrrewesef oet~s ad #tof-Ative intancwes Are ra~vWl as stritdac

tA nisaltw 40 or pOsitive instaiplo. a44 Wilt tendA to i-to loss1woU-remtjihe~4. Se ,t4 Uoiv u aqua scM Qveotsi togd t~o
'1bewd~rtnbe e r@U rlttive more Qrone vents, thoy tend4 to

'I he ovor itikeatiat whott o intatwor ite "-@e (wee tho disertistw 01
'1 "av~labiityt 'below). Titled, the poreoja#oa W4 tv~g4 sttmtXl tonds

I to be Atffcted by the oo-cLAle 'ýeMtral t~oend y oi j~ulguuat. Ubat is.

smtaller *tnuduA values are owmietimatod a#4 Uarger owws are



underestimated. These inaccurate sensation judgments are compounded

when psychophysical sensations are stored in memory, i.e., smaller,

weaker values aro further overestimated and larger, stronger values

underestimated. Since "sr'allost, least, weakest,' and "strongest,

lUrgest, most" are striking and unlqua, they tend to be well-remembered

in terms of detail but not in tehins -tual magnitude. Further, the

"law of sense memory" suggests that the more extreme the stimuli, the

more d&storted the memory of Its n•agr.itude relative less extreme

stimuli. In short, perception compresses

magnitude, memory Ooes so even more, and compression is most

severe for those stimuli most likely to be recallc4. Fourth. the

distinctivcnesn of striking and uniquot data tend to isolate them from other

data. thus improving their memorability, but also redueing the ability

of the individual t•o integrate these data with others. In effect, the

b1 clausistivation of data as uniqur nurtects it fram forgetting oe ir~tvrferotwtt
while in memory, but may also isolate it from further vo.lti"v into-

gration, ualos• ouch Integration axplicitly involvw other dittiactive

Case**

To autm•wr•t e, the following caracter~titco o! memory will towl

-i
o Memory rveouptructlows vtrea4tune. cwanon.~i aa4nduwerairw

ip data,. flittift it to proexisting chemla.

J io "•ontrgctivo re rf erint" OIUvOtioaM Wner-eia4, with tite

and peoleC are often most pleased with and codnf•idt of the fidelity of

such awniorle. Thbee eonstructio" tonO to reflect the sckeoffa used

by the iodividt"Il to organaie the O dtla.

XýI



o Recall andu recognition taikz. which cmatch in co;tteL the

[ orgauli?.atlon schemna of tuemi-ory inputa can bte $)&: formiwd r'l1atIvely

eftfortlessly. Recall contexts which do not in.atch rncmory tacitenia re-quire

greater menntal effort.

o Meuniry list., fail to capture- the f-all lidimotfl;i oifl attributes of

stimuli, producing the "halo effect," and the assurmptien that favorable

[ or unfavorable qualities .-o-occur.

o llierarcht(cal organization of mnemuror ies oftcr. ýtlu1;Applied to

[ notnhir-rarchical injputsA, or too r~igl appliod, producing stercutypes. the

I [ zasmuaiptlon that attributtes elf nwniberti of a class etLafld Wt the entire

u Striking tlctý%i13 t 1c t" bo best recalled but o'lnu tvt:4 to 1W

mosat napes4io aajitruct wovr ei mms ata. The

4itktionssof ttriktn4 detitdl may p.revetit their 1ntegrhtthxn w!.ith

other dita in memtory. Si::::negttlvroIi:2;:;: are generallyZIoa

ieso availablel for further cognitive work. Str~ing 4etaIli will 4ec

IIreadily ieratteýud oisly with other strikittg detail*.

lnonvtiunot ltt-ýgratioa4 hlA'aes,. The, icheutA which gu4de citwniory

are vontipooo4 of "eoneejasC' or tlw dtescrhithie rigutaritleo of evotutl or

ii Moro~ tpoiure to it #tpreOetsblivt laxieaiwv W.' concept. in

goaer4A. 16- n4vfkA lfieMo to allow A pornwi to 4dovrib# fttutric instanCe,.

lt~wt.th o e nmt w.ewrcue bte, :ruc~ai 4uensi0#s at ithd



concept changing to perceive the variation of the dimensions across

positive and negative instances of the concept. Such experience over

a variety of cases allows the individual to progress from knowledge of

individual patterns of various dimensions to an abstraction of proto-.

types, and finally to a definition of the dimensions along which the

instances differ. Such a definition provides the concept, and integrates

the information provided by the varying dimensions and differing

instances into a coherent judgment.

Unfortunately, there is mounting evidence that people do not

attend a wide variety of dimensions to form concepts, nor do they

attend the variation of patterns and instances sufficiently before form-

ing concepts.

Several studies of judgments by medical and psycho'logical

clinicians (Goldberg, 1968, 1970; Meehl, 195-), radiologists (Hoffman,

Slovic, and Rorer, 1968), stockbrokers (Slovic, 1969), business

managers (Flamner and Carter, 1975; McCann, Miller, and Moskowitz,

1975), admissio..s officers (Dawes, 1971), financial officers (Ashton,

1974; Libby, 1975), and U.S. Senators (Wainer, Zill, Gruvaeus, 1973),

indicate that information integration judgments can be made at levels

cf validity equal or better than that of the "experts" with extremely

simple additi[.e combinations of relevant dimensions (Dawes and

Corrlgan, 1974). Several of the studies (e.g., Dawes, 1971, Goldberg,

1970) show that it is difficult for experts to be perfectly consistent in

applying implicit integration and decision rules over many cases.

More, or equally, accurate judgments are made when actuarial formula

derived from the expert's behavior ("policy capturing") are applied to

"judgmcnts, a procedure termed "lbootstrapping" (Dawes, 1971). The
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actuarial mnethod does not necessarily represent the methods aclually

I j employed by the experts, although extensive research by Anderson

(1970, 1971, 1973) suggests that it probably does; i. e., Anderson

finds individual' s impressions tend to be the weighted average of the

values of the various component impressions. Goldberg (1968) reviewed

research that indicates expert's accuracy is unrelated to either the

"amount of information on hand or the level of professional training and

experience.

Why are experts (and everybody else) ineffective integrators of

multidimenrional data? Several cognitive heuristics seem to be applied

which lead to nonoptimal utilization of information.

Restricted Dirnensior.l Usage: Slovic (1966) found subjects

employed only two out of nine dimensions related to success when

judging overall intelligence, and when these two dimensions wcre in-

consistent for a case, one was ignored (the preference for redundant,

I. consistent cues rather than independent cues is discussed further

below). Ty-pically one or two dimensions are used as a focus and small

corrections are made by reference to other dimensions. In Hoffmian

I et al. 's (1968) study of radiologists, six dimensions were deemed

important in judging ulcer malignancy, but in fact only two dimensions

were used by most radiologists in making actual prognoses. Slovic and

MacPhillamy (1974) found that when faced with multidimensional

I ~- alternatives, people are excessively influenced by commensurable

dimensions, those that can be readily compared across choices. In

effect, choice decisions were made on the grounds of comparisons of

comparable dimensions even when these dimensions were unimportant

for the choice. Other heuristics are described below.
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Biases of Concep2t Formation. Psychological experiments on

concept formation bear a strong resemblance to the intelligence analyst's

task of separating signals from noise. The subject in the concept for-

mation task is confronted with many objects or events varying on Many

attribute dimensions, only some of which are related to the required

V,1

S ~ categorization problem, the remaining dimensions are "noise. The

subject solves the problem by selecting the relevant attributes and the

rule for combining them.

As the review of literature above indicates, the difficulty of the

concept formation problem increases as the nun-ber of attribute

dimensions increases. The more attributes, the more difficult it Is to

find the ones hich are relevant to the solution. If more than one com-

bination of attributes can be used to solve the problem (I. a., if attributes

* are redundant), the rate at which the concept is formned I, increased.

(However, the application of redundant information has Important

drawbacks, as is discusszd below under "Representativent~s&' and "the

illusion of validity,."

Testing: IH~otheses. Once a person has formed a tentative

conc.npt, it is necessary to test the concept as a hypothesis agains~t tluý

stream of evidence. There is an extremely strong tendency to detect

a pattern or rule underlying a sequence of events. and evvnts that are

k~l randomly connected are often seen 4s following some form of rule.

This sensitivity to order me.ans that when peoplo 4re confronted with

an orde~rly sequence of events they quickly detect the regularitiva, but

when confronted~ with a disorderly sequence they again detect regularity.

People rarely eliminate all the possible hypothooes that the

availahle range of evidence would pormit thom to rejoct. Itt vant N~st.
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Sth.:rv is a tendeticy to forinuItc a hypoth~isi., te:-t it until it is proven

S[i wwrong, and then discard it and formulate a new hypothesis. When,

occaslonall,, people select multiple hypotheses to test, they tend to

[ lreject some, but not all, of those not consistent with the information

(Levine, 1966).

Htypotheses shapo the information people rememher, and the

Schoice of information to attend, reducing strain on memory, but limiting

procesosed information to just that which is relevant to the current

hypothesis. If the current hypothesis proves inadequate, information

may be Just which 'would have suggeotcd new hypotheses. The tendency

to forn,, hypotheses before adeqaate supporting data are available (e. g.,

I [ when the data are random) i terferes with hypothesis testing, since

! thses early hypotheses tend to be held too long, i.e. , long after

3ufficient evidence h•.i bee s•n• to reject them. In an r~periment In

which subjects icxpoctud false as well as valid information against which

to tett hypotheses, there was a -trong tendency to regard data con-

I firming their hypothesis as valid and data wezkening their hypothesis

as falsie. Tho dAbjacts' confidence in their hypothesis increased with

ony ofirtihg data they r c•toved, but confidence did niot decrease when

aoegative ovidtnnv ' was reccived; evidence Agahnst thq hypothesis was

simply rejected ao false tto iehockd. cited in Pozner, 1971: 7S).

J070v0 (1943", aSnd e cla,:illy 1976) hau etnphasized how expoeta-
tionqv affect the poreptions of statosmen and it ligence analysts. As

o notod In Section 4. a contir4 prhnviplo guiding the process of separating

. ts iro.i nuoitse i the tendewy to fit bvondng hfornation into

I-.isting theories atWd iaages, which in turn dotormine wuitt it noted.

Jer-is aluo a.-irta thAt atateAmea overlook the fact that Ovidonce



consistent with their theories may also be consistent with other theories.

Finally, decisionmakers tend to be too wedded to their views and too

closed to new information. George and Smoke (1974: 574) write that

"discrepant information ... is often required, in effect, to meet higher

standards of evidence and to pass stricter tests to gain acceptance than

new information that supports existing expectations."

Consequences. There are three main consequences of this

limitee information processing capacity. First, perception of infor-

mation is not comprehensive or even-handed but se]ective, The person's

anticipations of what he will perceive determine to a large extent the

small part, out of the greater information environment, that is actually

perceived. Second, because man does not have the capability to make

optimal use of information, I.-, resorts to heuristics and simplification

mechanisms to ease the cognitive strain. Third, since he cannot

simultaneously integrate a great deal of information, man is forced to

process information sequentially.

Estimates Based on Noisy Signals: The signals the intention

estimating analyst responds to are typically incomplete (important data are

missing, e.g., key words in a message may not be decoded, reconnaissance

missions may not be flown on schedule), signals are vague or confused

(reconnaissance photos may be blurred), or otherwise randomly imper-

fect. Such signals might be completely reliable and valid, or they might

include unreliable or invalid information. Given all these possible

causes of uncertainty (what parts are missing, incoherent, unreliable

or inaccurate?), the analyst must nevertheless form some predictions

as to the opponent's intentions.
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Although the analyst may be highly sensitive to the uncertainty

~ Liproduced by unreli~ability and invalidlty in the signals he attend.., lie

may nevertheless overlook the uncertainty contributed by randomness

~ L alone, the noise within a signal channel. That is, the analyst mayf Lassume that signal channels have perfect fidelity, which is impossible.

Psychologists have found that people have a very poor conception of such

t Irandomn disturbance, rarely recognize it when it is present, and offer
4j

deterministic explanations for random phenomena (Kahneman and TIversky,

1. 1972). In short, the analyst, convinced a signal is from reliable and

-valid sources, mnay assume it contains no error. One consequence of

this tendency to overlook random error is that, when people formulate

j and test hy-pothecses using uincertain signals, they keep searching for

deterministic rules which will account for all the signals they are

I Attending; -,hen their hypotheses fa~il to produce perfect predictions,

people frequently change hypotheses, apply them Inconsistently, And

I tend to reuse hypotheses which wore previously dis.arded. Even when

people form the correct hypothesis they have trouble applying it con-

bistently (Slovic, et aL., 1977: 13). Thii basic difficulty, of not

cfickuiay excluding hypotheticAl inferences wvhen datai arc uwe,4i

and contain random error or noise, i6 perhapa a major astribling hlock
to the auplicattion of the "strong lakrernce" aeho dsrbd I oto

~~ and demonst~rated in Section 7. The difficulty Is two-fold: holdlisi onto

a discredited hypol~hesis too long becautv, awome noisy data ~twm to sUp-

~ [ port it, and rejecting a true hypothesii because noicy data 3oem iw~an-

sistent with it. The tendency to chevk hypothoues inconaistantly agaiiwt

----------- the signals compounds the difficulty.
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The review by Slovic et al. (1977) of literature on judgments

provides evidence that people make inferences that are too extreme

given the uncertain data they have. These too-extreme estimates have

been related to three judgmental heuristics; representativc:iess, %vail-

ability, at, anchoring, which provide efficient .nd son-atimes valid

methods for reaching conclusions about noisy data, but which can also

lead to persistent, large. and serious estimation biases.

Representativeness. Many estimative tasks require the analyst

to judge the probability that some behavior. X. observed now indicates

an intention to attempt behavior Y in the future. Tversky and Kahneman

(1973. 1974. Kahneman and Tvcrsky, 1973) demonstrate that people

tend to make such estimates by .exarmining the features of X and Y and

assessing the sbmthlrity between them. the degree to which behavior Y

is representative of the process X which might be generating it. If Y

is vt'ry similar to X then the estimated prohbability that X "indicates"

that Y will occur is deemed high.

The rep ý©sntativonesv heuristic implies that the analyst may

estimate Ithe probability that a particular event indicates another event.

a. C. . the opponent to drutA-ticflly increaoing military c4pubilities

implies the intent to attack, by c( mparing his impressions of the build-

7• - up with his stereotype of a surprise attack. If the information that

capabilities are rapidly Improving is roprosentative of the analyst'

image of a surprise attack. the analyst estinutes that an attack iW

probable. The problem with tls Inrenco is t"- t it overlooks Waor-

mation which Is mar@ ralfavan to accurate probability judgment. namely

how ofteno do natlowu (all nations or the wme In ques-tion) which Improve

military capabilities thou l-unch surpriao attAcks? The raprosentative~nes
i-~~, t

S. . ... .• , , , i• ....•' "• ' • ' i • : • •' - °i • -.. .i• • l i"31. ..6*-i



Sheuristic overlooks this "base-rate" data, that is, data on the distribution

Sof outcomes in similar situations, and overemphasizes "case" data, that

is, evidence on the particular case under consideration. This tendency

I [ is enhanced by anything which increases the perceived uniqueness of the

case at hand. One consequence is that rare events or extreme values

are predicted if they happen to be representative. A second consequence

l i ~is that estimates based on representativeness ignore the unreliability of it|
case data, I. c., the fact that a single case or piece of information is

not likely to represent the total universe of cases. However, Tversky and 3.

Kahneman (1971) find people (lay-men and scientists alike) use the "law of 5I
small numbers, " and regard a small random sample drawn from a popu-

lation as highly representative and similar to the population in all

essential characteristics. Tversky and Kahneman found even mathe-

oiatical psychologists underestimate the error and unreliability in-herent

in small samples of data.

An equally disquieting finding in Kahnemnan and Tversky's (1973%

series of experiments is that when judges were given no information

about specific cases except base-rate data, the base rate influenced

their judgmitnts. However, when worthless information was given on a

particular case along with base-rate data, the judges inferred from the

I worthless case data that no judgment was possible, even though they also

had base-rate data which would allow them to make an estimate. In

other words, very noisy (worthless) data on aTparticular

obse'rvation may lead an analyst to make no predictions even though

the analyst may have data on general past patterns which would permit

l him to calculate base-rate tendencies and thus make an estimate or

prediction derived front the average of past behavior. Clearly, a
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possible ploy for deception would be to "feed" the opponent so much noisy

data on a specific case that the opponent's analysts would overlook base-

rate data and conclude no estimates were possible because the case data

are too noisy.

A third consequence of the representativeness heuristic is its

tendency to produce nonregressive predictions, that is, predictions

which ignore regressions to the mean. Kahneman and Tversky (1979)

note that intuitive predictions follow a simple matching rule. The predicted

value is selected so that the standing of the caz.; in the distribution of

possible outcomes matches its standing in the distribution of the

analyst's impressions. For example, the hypothetical analyst may note

that an opponent's rate of buildup of capabilities is greater than 95 per-

cent of all buildups ever observed. He might then estimate the probability

that this buildup indicates the intention to initiate hostilities at . 95. The

analyst has been excessively influenced by the extremeness of the

singular case (a small sample of one) and insufficiently influenced by the

average probability that buildups of capabiliti'ýs lead to attacks. Only if

military buildups were perfect predictors of attacks would the analyst

be justified in letting his prediction of an attack match his impression of

the buildup. To the degree that buildups are imperfect predictors of

attacks, the analyst should lower (regroai to the mean) his prediction

towt-rd the average for the class. If, on average. military attacks follow

milittry buildups in one case out of ten, the analyst should lower his

prediction, from .95 toward . 10, by an amount proportional to the

uncertainty of predicting attacks and the possible unreliability of the

data on the particular buildup examined.
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Snercpre.%entativvausq imhplies a diareolardfrthunlibit

[ of information, one would expect that Judges, given unreliable infortna-

tion, might make the same predictions as when given highly reiliabin

L ~information. This is whuat Kahnernan and T'versky (1971) found in their

g experiments. Peoplu given data they know to he unreliable but

representative of academnic performance (tho data were on ental con-
~ jcentration) made the same predictions of acadamic porformianve a4 were

nm-tri by judgos given highly reliable infermation on acadunmic standing.

2 ( IEven though tho former group) was aware of tho unreli46ility of the cues

1~ theywere uing, they used the cuoes as re~presiontative of the situation
they were predicting.

The hypotheticrat anialy-it nxatnple above is not ent;roly fartfetch~d.
2'. bracken% (1977) dvscribes how the British Air Staff in tho l9ZOts. an1 ~193 0's b)ased lL tidstE I0.in attis an the wos r aid of

World War I rather ttnn o~n the average of 411 raids. Tho Staff*! pro-]

I dictionsi of the probAble casuAltie,5 f:om Luftwaffe bombing were

consequently vastly iaflated and wide of the (actsi In World War It.
Similarly. Jervis (1970'-466~-71) 4 sicribe how itttoll -oe ig nd Policy

Otittirnate:3 and prodlctioaki tentd to bo oxessoivoly influelwwed by theo laet

war fonght while data on other provnou* wate tends to We digrog-ArMe.

Similarly. he aotod that poicies 'i~teh oucveed iaro repete-md while

policelo which fall are avoided jeven though tho success or f.*ihtro of

1"o id>vk(9 1) UM wh' -hy1W1"tvilvo



greater confidence in predictions and estimates than Inconsistent

information, and that extremeo predictions (e. g. , a given enemy attack

will either s~acceed or fail) are made with much higher confidence than!

are Intermediate predictions. This illusion is quite significant forI

intelligence estimation. That Is, an analyst will tend to have greater

confidence in an estimnate based an sigrAls which agree than he will

have In an estimate based on signals which hAve Inconsistent content.

People tend to discount evidence which conflicts with existing improas~ions

(Anderson. 1972). F~urthermore, analyst confidence will tend to increase

with the correlation between seignals and be highest when the signals areI

~~ I perfectly correlated. This mecans however that the analyst is treating

what amounts to one signal as if -#.t were two inde~endent. inutually¶ ntairrming signals. However. given valld signals. the str-nngth of the

prediction that can be batted on them is related statistically to tho

invoroo of tho correlation between them, not to the d4irect corrolation.

svgaldt.I oga* which dalt or lt wointth each ertai intenhionh areredundant

su~ggest the *am# inention. are less likely to be ema4ae ytesm

sourco, andi are a better statiatical basis for analystt estimates and

Tito fact that people geetul to hAve suore confidence In predictions

of otrew vlueotho inpr~ctiuti f Wra-wimvvalesI



L inconginaunt with thu stati~tica1 phenomnunon of rtig ruiunl to the antn1an.

~ F Intuitive predictions tand to be Insufficiently reg reasive, 1. 0t. they are

too raprosentative of case data and insufficienttly rnprosunitative of thle

~ L base-rate data on the moan, or average, for tho cl ofc th-at case.

The discrepancy between predIctions and oatcrnuea is w"rat wheit

L atremce prodictiono arc miade. 1ThuM, people arc most confident In M

L I their predictions whon their predictions are nvost like'y to he wrong.
V ~Kalinetan and T'versky (1973: 249) write:

N ~, j Factors which enac cinfideuce,, for tixarnple.
I eonntstency And extrenmity, aro oftctiic oa t ivul

currolatrd with predtctitv accur'acy. I hun,
~:u jptiople are prom: to exporicincc tmuch confidence

it hghy ~nlilojudgmnnntn . lk thor
pczrcet-TU"l and juel~gnuwtatl errors,. the illution of

H, vaildity ofttoi pernist:; evea whent its illuiory

wi(hvottsly, the illusion of va~lidity tottds to reinforce what Wasisorman

(19#PP termwd "the atdiei41 the~ory t of intoltigence. oap-txciYalty"n'Ivo

z4 rahi,"the totion tha~t 1intelligcnce consbts of "utta%,griz~hhd" fCA4t

Which ad4mit of only 0"e interpretAtiou arnd the puvpe'iC' Ut intetligeace

if is the acctumlation of ever moro data so that poifvv is bated fin "a4f

the ace," ne onseuene, s Hman(1956: S) and othkers havO

nouted iato 4R Omh~issi O on ecychopedic AcVrmULAt6Oi Of tiourvos at tho

ni e~~Opensc of analysis. ;44W a blloie thAt "alvu'"itliec eatnili.
?atio# A~ttosnAticAlly leads to adequateo Intlligence, fly way of oNtwrast,

I ou r review of iiome successuitl intentzio estimators (Section 71 foupd

tha. eenthough thoy had %ll-sourco" data,. tho estimattors dvtermiacd

I which source* were iuopudep adt Wf each other (uucorrda~ted) yet *tinl

valid iand reiable isdicAtires of intentions. Theoy 414 t~id pziriA rily

becauso they could not depfnd on any one soure': to latbt to. *the



Nazis might at any point have changed their enciphering policy and

destroyed the Ultra source), and it wav important to have other

independent sources to take the place of those that might be compromised

or destroyed. But secondarily, these estimatcors seemed to realizo the

inherent random error present in even the best sources, and attempted

to offset this by triangulating on intentions with several sources whose

error* were uncorrelated and hence would offset each other. Jones

(1978: 529) explicitly noted this uncertainty with respect to Ultra decodes:

Care was of course necessary -- although
any one decode was likely to be one hundred
percent reliable, it might well contain much
less than the whole truth -- a fact that must
vlways be borne in nMind reoarding information
from any source, however reliable.

Availability. A second heuristic used is to judge those events

mc.t proýable for which it is eaiiest to imagine or rocaUl relewant

instances. In general. the most probable events are olso the most

available to recall, but nat invariably: lvalatnlity t• affeted by ther

~ factors (famillarity. recency, emotional salienco) which reduce the

accuracy of predictions aM estitates based on this heoristiW. The

eomvguetwe is that systetatic tNiases may result from joddlto btased

ou the availability heuristic (Tversky and lah"m4a,. 197)).

The avallbility heuristic is related to the bias Ch"man and

Cha"pmn {*967. 1949) term "illusory correlation." the ma rked Vor-

estimation tf tho ea-occurtwo of gatural &#ocit. That it. Ch4pim&

and CtApman fount) people Incorrectly jufto4 nAtural &.ssociatem jiv. .

"I"lii-tiger) s appeariug a-ore froquently In llHts of word pair* tha-

unnatural p"Irs ("lion--go") which appeared oqually frequently.

Sinilarly. Chapman and Chapman fouud naive urdergri~duates "46ovQretP'

v- . -'i. . . . . . .
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L tin014 N.ame~ ntu-1fl'&41 6si Attwt 11 cinicalc snyaptonn4 of ipayvi)()pathoIIMy

Uwhich cliniciaks; in cllnicul practlrv b0114wvca uiat. but whkhi do not

in fact characterlAs puychupmýtlis. Both thn ondoargraduates And the

~ L clinicians. t7,w1%Alat ttiat a diagno44 of paranoia is &cccnnpanied by the

pgin[ dr:%wing oCfiue Vitih P*111 yes~i. fw,!a. studies of
t d~rawings by parAhoaids ýshow no such ralatiotih,1o.

Tvers~ky And Kahznctan (197): Z2ý offr tho avallabiltty heuristic

as an tvzphtnatiom of this i11urjoLy corrot4tiaxn. Prloplo atievb to know thtat

j co-uccurrcatce iacreanse the as~u6uc*iat memory Lrnad bctween concepts

(pv~tapi the otdes;!t priaciplo 41 tonczury !*Lu~dy). Thu avail~bility

hent'istic~ ezplultal thelt:wtC 4f thvAt Principle. tha-)t totrcnjgh of Aavca

"t it ii an h :c of frv,ýqu tnvy U c-ocurne Howvver. r~o~atod

vo.wnvnnein ntity utw. !:ctor that itanciýes ALS$044tiW@! 4tV@#gth.

[ *1 ~oi the, fo~+ch r ins-tazwee. and the. east hi "Im~ginahi in#tases.

Roadily imAgined stnfancos of asstwiathsn. such 4* pc.ýuliiar eyes amd

su~eto~i ara 4d 00mc to le0Ad -4iopte to ývwlwhud thAt those eventst

iý3mt4td tohiý 0 @4rrs't~twy rv4 t4P*r- to coir~ttr ~tPeeUi~t @%'Cot

uamitut-t (11'26't owgost.ot4 Llht 1Ory Correlation4#

0k4ataitAty are. hI# part. rosphowabbo tot, Othepyttaia ot

Ii Owp~vý*ý4 ot-ov oif
rLoooai Aorrt htO~t

hawvwuw 144r~io io' o.Hcutita wu$2) OL iiitp W40 ~uur Aerr 4Pv6t!o to.tAr ru



members) may be perceived as having characteristics which are un-

usual in the population (i. e., deviant tendencies), because both are

uncommon and distinctive. In contrast, majority group members are

associated with common, normal characteristics. Research by

Hamilton and C.lfford (1976) supported this hypothesis. The implication

for intelligence analysts is that distinctive characteristics may be

attached to distinctive objects (states, leaders, or events) without any

evidence of actual covariation between the characteristic and the object.

The hypothetical analyst might conclude, for example, that the behavior

of North Korean leader, Kim 11-song, is distinctly different than that of

any other modern leader, and then attribute this to Kim's unpredictable,

irrational, psychopathic character.

The intention estimation analyst may have a constellation of

signals which form a pattern suggestive of several possible enemy

intentions. Suppose one such possible intention is to launch a sneak

attack. The analyst's task is to assess the probability of the various

possible intentions against the pattern of the e-.idence. In making such

estimates the analyst may attempt to recall similar patterns in the past,

and, by determining what intentions past patterns led to, predict (:he

likelihood that the present pattern indicates one intention or another.

The availability heuristic suggests that past instances which are

easily remembered, retrieved, or imagined will have more influence

on the analyst's estimate than less available instances.

One factor influencing availability is salience. Instances with

which the analyst is personally familiar will be recalled more readily.

More recently observed patterns will be recalled more easily than

historical ones. The analyst will tend cto recall the patterns whi h led
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to the• most d ranivt.ic outcomes -- past patternrs which Icd to attacks are

better rcmembered than patterns which led to no dramatic changes.

Previous occurrences are recallcd better than nonoccurrences. Some

past patterns will be easier to•retrieve, e. g., those noted within the

analyst's own agency can. be searched out more readily than those noted

by a rival agency, or an agency in an Allied country.

On the other hand, the analyst may view the present constellation

of evidence as so unique that past history is not relevant to the estimation

of possible intentions. In attempting to predict intentions the analyst

may construct scenarios, stories that lead from the present pattern to

a different target event o:t. intention. The plausibility of the scenarios

that come to mind, or the difficulty of producing them may be used as

cues for the likelihood of a particular prediction. If no reasonable

scenario comes to mind for a hypothetical intention, that intention is

deemed unlikely or impossible. If many scenarios come to mind, or if

one scenario is especially compelling, the intention in question appears

probable. Particularly compelling scenarios are likely to constrain

future thinking, i. e., once an uncertain situation is seen in or inter-

prete,1 in a particular fashion, it is quite difficult to view it in any othc::•

way. As Bruner (1957: 129-30) writes:

The greater the accessibility of a category
[or scenario], (a) the less the input necessary
for categorization to occur in ternis of this
category, (b) the wviler the range of input
characteristics [i. e. , signals] that will be
"tfaccepted" as fitting the category in question,
(c) the more likely that categories that pro-
vide a better or equally good fit for the input
will be masked [I. e., not attended].

Availability is thus related to several psychological phenomena that

influence estimations: "perceptual readiness" to accept certain signal,;

I '5 J



* ~or consider certain scenarios; the "set" [or einstellund1, that is, the

tendency to perceive signals as fitting a particular scenario; and

selective attention to only those signals which fit a particularly

favored scenario.

Anchoring and Adjustment. The third error-prone heuristic

involves picking a natural starting point (or anchor) for an estimate as

a first approximation and then adjusting from this anchor point to

accommodate the implications of additional information. For example,

a natural anchor point for an intelligence estimate is the previous

estimate on that subjett. Typically, people make adjustments which

are imprecise and insufficient, and different starting points yield

different estimates which are biased towards the initial values. For

example, Tversky and Kahneman (1974) found that, when .-sked to

estimate the value of 8! (=40, 320), one gr-oup which had the question

posed as 8 x 7 x 6 x 5 x 4 x 3 x Z xlI gave a median estirtate of 2, 250.

i'* 4while a second group, given the problen, as I x 2 x 3 x 4 x 5 x 6 x 7 x 8:

gave a median t.stimnate of 51Z.

The consistent underestimatsb mrcnit~iew yt

of future Soviet missile strength, obiservtid by Albert Wohiutettor (19741,

may possiblyr have been due to an anchoring dadunwtisbse

on a too-low anchor value. Similarly. the "'missilo gap" and 11borber

gap" overestimates of Soviet capabilities may have originatod In highly

salient (and docoptive) Soviet displayu and claima which theon for"e

fanchors for further U. S. intelligence ectlin~ate ad u~tnertts (aooee. . P..

flottome. 1971: Dick. 1972; Licklidoor. 1970). Hlogarth (197: 264)

notes "the common, almout hypnotic, woulunesst of ctimetto onvIN

first hypothosis" atid the fact OtMa p~ople. tiually rvqtuire "mucih iufor-

rnation to change this.
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Anchoring and adjustment can be used to explain the common

r tendencies to overestim.ate the li(eClihood that plan will be executed

successfully and to underestimate the likelihood of failures in complex

;r systems. People tend to overestimate the probabilities of conjunctive

-ev..nt (e.g.. drawing a red marble seven times in a row from a bag of

90 red marbles and 10 white marbles) and to underestimate the probability

l' Iof disjunctive events -o. g., drawing one white inrblo at least once in

uerkn drawn, with re-placemont, from the same bag). The success of

Sthe first draw in the r'ed marble case is high, . 9, while the probability

0o. getting the white mnarble on the first draw is low, . 1, formlng anchorsi
"for the typi,'al prediction that getting seven consecutive reds is more

"1. lihety than getting at loetst one wbite. !.owever, the overall probability

of getting sevon reds in a. row is less (.48) than the probability of getting

[ (nv. white 0i vevea tries (. 5Z). Psloc tend to see these probabilitios as

reversed since they are adjusting inuufficiently from the .9 and .1

In several studies Wyer (1974; Wyor antd Goldberg, 1970) found

people eotnsiiteatly overestintmte the likelihood of the conjunction of

: eventts and Slovic. Fi[ichhoff. and Lichtenstein (1976) found that the

ootiswtted probaidlity of compountd evento muay be greater than the

probability of the on•.ntitu•nt events.

Similarly. the succeisful execution of plans typically entails

"I "onjitntive ,events: -%any events have to go right for the plan to succeed,

fu bt i one evntp ?oes wrong, the whole plan miay fail. Although the

i prohbaility f thof various oveont alone. may be high, the overall

* I preb. Atidlity that they will all s•ucc•d i quite low it the number of

I evnts to largo. High single event probabilitieN may form Inappropriate

)* n'



anchors for estimating the overall probability of success. Conversely,

risks are typically characterized by disjunctive events. A complex

system may malfunction if any one essential component fails. Even -

though the probability of a single component's failure may be very low,

the probability of system failure is high if many components are in-

volved. Because estimates of failure may be anchored to the very low

probability of a single component failure, the estimate of system failure

may be inappropriately low.

Intelligence analysts often acknowledge the uncertainty of their

estimates by providing, not a single point estimate for a quantity, but

a range within which the actual value should be found. Psychologists

have repeatedly found that these confidence intervals are overly narrow.

When people estimate they are 90%6 certain they have given the right

prediction or that the actual value lies within the range they have

estimated, well over 10 percent of the time they are in fact wrong, or

more than 10 percent of the actual values lie beyond the estimated range

(see Lichtenstein, Fischhoff and Philips, 1976, for a review and

Cambridge and Shreckengost, 1978, for evidence that intelligence

officers are not immune from overconfidence). It is not unusual to

"find forecasts of estimated ranges which are widest for present values

(for which firsthand knowledge is available) and much narrower for

values in the distant future (for which only speculations on

future uncertainties and unknowns are available). This narrowing

of uncertainty is equivalent to greater confidence in predictions of the

future than in estimates of the present, confidence which is clearly un-

warranted except in naturally asymptotic situations and even then, only

if the rate at which the situation approaches asymptote can be pre dicted
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(.gI am niore confident my health wvill probably be poor in 50 ycar.s4

~ [ than I am about predicting my health now, I could set a narro'wer range

on my eight-year-old son's probable height at twenty five than I could

~ [ on his h.Aght at sixteen).

Anchoring and adjustment effects tend to ex-plain the widely

noted phenomena that information which is processed slowly and in

sm-iall amounts tends to be assimilated to the existing theory, image,

concept, etc. , while the same information, presented in a single,

Isudden mass tends to effect an acco-mmodation process, a nd thu~s has a

greater impact on~ changing theories and images. Jervis (1968) notedN:
this phenomena explicitly in his third hylpothesis on the misperception

I of intcn~ion: the imiage of tho other is less aff ected by co tradictory

information which arrives bit by bit than, by discrepant iinforynation that

~v Lis considered all at once. Turner notes simiflar phuenomena in the

incubation of disasters (sec Section 5), while Kuhn describes I-ow this

effect occurs in science (Sectlon 6). Successful estimators of enemy

intentions, such as Jones (1978), stoutly resisted feeding infornmation

to decision-makers piecemeal for this reason, writing (p. 3134):

We are soraetin-tos critics ~ec for wi~thholding
information, . .we reserve our right to du
so because (1) to spread hal;-truth is ofton to
precipitate erroneous action . and (ý) the
ste~ady and immediate broadcasting of each
insignificant and uncollated fact automatically

I and insidiously acclimatizes the recipients
1to knowledge of encem-y developmentou, io thatt

they feel no stimulation to action. The pro--
Jetton of the complete picture of an ellenly

~ jdevelopmient is the best wvay of stimulating
the a1ppropriate authority to action.

N The converaxe argumcnt is that habituation is an exiý;llout facans

of deception. Bly slowvly and gv~adually changing suonic lement of

Lbehavior, the opponent is led to gradually idjust to the altertod level



of behavior without becoming alerted. The high level of military

action along the Suez Canal from 1967 to 197 3, especially following

the War of Attrition, seems to have acclimated the Israelis to such a

degree that the Egyptians' 1973 war preparations were Insufficiently

K different to serve as a warning.

Overconfidence. Anchoring and adjustment provide one explana- 2

tion for the widespread tendency for laymen. judges, and experts to be

overconfident In the accuracy of their predictions and estimvates. Such

overconfidence can alto be related to the other heuristics: i.e., non-

regressive predictions, disregard of base rates. disregard of smAll

sample size unreliability, are representativeness and availability

biases which will tend to produce overconfident judgments (Slovie.

et al..* 1977: 6).

Resea~rch by LAOchtonxtein and Fischhuff (1977) ilugests that

expertise decreases *Nert~ontichoiwo and that experts VAty becomo under-

confident (right more ofteu than they expoet to be) on% vory oasy problem-s.

however. they found experts no bettor than at. %xperts in the ability to

diotinguish probleme which are unlikewly to be corrcctly oolved trot"

problems which probably will bt solved.

R. I ~Slovic. ot al. (1977) And Kanomn aud Tvoraky (1979) guggoat

these ovvrcoutidertcv effecto &re widvopread bocauso the envrw-mnot

r'arely shows the Ilimits of human predi-.tlon. i. a.. o rrurs in ostinutes

are hard to detect, and often the estimattor ireivolv no fvoedaclt at 411.

I Eveni when feedback is avail.ble. howevor, it is oftou the caae that tne

estimator (ean convince himoelf that what occurred i.- what he had

a#stinute4. rogardlo** of tho actual ooinate madev. Poople over-

rovtrtimAwr p~ist Ascvolest Cl.4ftgr au4 lkwhI. 1977*d AtA v%,4,qr;*to in



I:

retrospect the predictability of significant events (Walster, V~)67).

[ I*'isclihoff (1975, t*ischhoff and Beyth, 1975) has labeled this phenomenon

the "hindsight bias"' and "I-knew-it-all-along t effect.

i. Hindsight Bias. The hindsight judge knows how things actually

[turned out, lnowledge the foresight judge lacks. In a series of studies A

Fischhoff (1975; 1977; Fischhdoff and Bey-th, 1975; Slovic and Fischhoff,

1977) demronstrates that outcome knowledge increases the perceived I
inevitability of the outcome reported, but hindsight judges rcn~ain unaware

of this change in their perception. As a result, they believe they and

others had in foresight ins ights which they actually had only as a result

Iof outcome knowledge. IL, other words, hindsight judges overestimate

what they would have known without outcome knowledge, underestimate

the in'orniativeness of the outcomknoweg islnd oerest Imae

jwhat w~lir~ actually did !,u-ow without outc;ome knowledge. Telling

hindsight judges of this bias and exhorting them to avoid it fails to

have any impact. As Fischhoff (1976. 410) writes "by exaggerating the

predictability of the past, people uderesltirate what they have to learn

fro it."

The hindsight Wlag clearly limits the utility of pust morteiin-s on

intolligence failures. a5- has been expliý:Itly noted by Wohistetter (196?.),

Flsvhaf (1976A~. flettzi (1 978). kind Chan "71'~9. Furthcrmore. the

I jhindtitht bias 4oemlngly inflwmcos the popular impression of normal

scieswe and oultoo it c.sy to uderosimate the importance of scientificM

I Ivolutlono and paradigm shifta (see Sections 5 and 6). Perhapa the

rn~ott dan~ing, conequence for intelligence of the 'knewv-it-all-along"

I I effoet W~ tltM intelligetnce contiutner will tend to uderestimate theI

lmp.avt WoUlgenice Infornvalon hait on their image*, decisions, and
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policies, and thus will place too little value and priority on intelligence

since they believe it never provides any surprising information.

Ultimately, the decision-maker comes to believe, because of the hind-

sight bias, that he could get along as well without intelligence, and

intelligence becomes "too separate" from policy, as Wasserman (1960)

warned (see Section 4)

As was noted in Section 7. successful estimators of intentions

have overcome the impact of the hindsight bias by withholding their

estimates until decision-makers have formed their own impression of

the data and have expressed them, i. e., the decision-maker becomes

publicly commi'ited to a prediction before knowing the outcome (i. e.,

the intelligence estimate). Having been publicly committed, the

decision-maker was less ablr to assert that the intelligence information

contained no surprises.

Perseverance of False Impressions. The hindsight bias seems

to entail an immediate assimilation of outcome knowledge into all that

is known about the event. In other words, the hindsight judge attempts

to make sense, or a coherent image, out of what he knows of the event.

Such assimilation should increase the perceived similarity between the

reported outcome and the situation that preceded It. Becauso the prior

events thus appear, in retrospect, representative of the outcome, the

probability of prior events producing the outcome is subjectively

increased. Similarly, the availability heuristic tends to foster the

hindsight bias: the judge who knows what happened, and has adjusted

his perceptions in the light of that knowledge, may well find it difficult

to imagine how things could have turned out otherwise. And knowledge

of the outcome may lead the judge to assign it a curtain protblutlity
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jj ~ 11.1mhci. o rid to in,.li&[tie 'toly aditt,4f t ownw.v.'tri the~ proi6.0hilit y that the

otitcotne could be predicted' from prior eventu. A di..turbing aspect of

this assitilation of outcorne infornvittion I; this' it .ihuo takes place when

~~ L the outcome Iinformation is false, and loads to falseo perceptionsi which

persist even whe~n the information on which they were based is known

Ito be f~alre. E'ven whuni the false biftirmation it totally d1itcrudit.Al by

-the recipient it continues to produco riesidtial -effects, on the rocipient's

pe~rceptions. Ros (1977) sugus~ts that once the falso Information Is

"I iaicnillated it bek.onles ikutollom~us fromi the anindl1atloa prcs and

hec omecs part rof thc W overll pe rcepi~ot. The orrotwous pervoeption rTIAy

survive the discrediting of its orioinal i-vid(zntial t)asis becaitse the

imprcssivii cui~ tui be suprt by X~dditlunal evidenco that Is

4r '-nlit'91 -z 1 )-flTc"1int ,)f the nuw.di!ic rted~trt hasi.* In faict, the

1 :1: 4cr~ed ifee Inforowticon may ho~ all that sttt;% med the. oviddeile which
isnow perceived as the indepeadent suppurt for the porception.

I Safan (I9Th) otedan ni tanco of tiuch I. vearorovor tic ai

of Israeli Intelligence before and dur'ing t0 1973 WVar (ziee Soction 5).

I ~~Tho Israelis received at thorttative m Iligouco before 1971ta

Egyptlan WVar Ntinilte~r $adeq Approved of xar oaly it it.9 Alm w~l "ll

ount" victory. Aftor Lgyptiaa Priaddet Sadat fired Sadeq 0~ Nve rne

147 te birteiodid not rovliow their A~a~i~mptioti thzat f-_gypti~t% war

~~~Mam I9'ý fto*~ib(:~v~:
1973 WVar (TRen-4v!. t976.ia.17:Sdm 'T) fe thi I97

War the liaraelli s~to ht$*o o io ~v oas h atA

* I oppoeed Sadat's tmit,_d wAr 41mo Ortogey (SAiran.17:11)

[Similav*.Y. Vl~ra~s (1977: 2.91) aotves Iow the rotfli -a ~t r4 t W

pla"ng or tho M~No4lt I.dnv ta the 1920's dojemg4ed on



alliance against Germany and a French deployment Into Belgium. The

development In the 1930's of the Maginot Line however shifted the war

plans for the French Army from the plAnned deployment to Belgium, to

deployment in the Maginot fortresses. Alarmed by this shift, Bel,,tur

declared neutrality in 1936, but French war strategy remained un.

changed, allowing the Nazis to "end run" the Maginot Line in 1940.

Attrib%%tions of Intentions

The psychological theory of attribution is concerned with how

people understand the causes and implications of past events, how

people attribute causes to and explain the past. Since interpretations

of past treinds in behavior seem to influence successful estimators'

Predictions of future Intentions (see Section 7) it is Important to*1 exarnin- how such interpretat~ions might tend to be formed. Additionally,
kitowing -tmothirtg about how people. tendt to attribute causes to past

events and attribute dispositiont; and Intentions to ;Actors should pro-ride

some clues as to how intol igen're analysts might tend to attributo th4 j
case ita :1otin (oribu ionri as

having fouri otopst: tht observation ofacinthjugetCfneto"

the nauidng u$ a dtpesi tit Wal atublt,%tn. and the prd~ction of outcomes

and bahAvior toe.#.ego, Shaver. 1975: 26-29).

A j~kcdoiwint taoi hi ieauebtenbl-va

he*, peope, 4tfoila trom Asarving an actiun wh~ethej' UohAvtor Ws

r uztiotali~ .. ~lt.~din gL1 in ~ amAjor ;Ain Cf att rihutluu

tosearch.
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'11 01 .(tj I,.rv.tli ý , or Actifi,'. An ir uiport.;i ut %tsp•ct't of the.

psychological discrimination of signal from noise is the rendering of a

continuous, undifferentiated stream of physical stimulation impinging

on the various senses into discrete, discriminable, describable entities.

The saire problem occurs in intelligence work, as Jones (1978: 493)

observed:

A fundamental difficulty of intelligence work
is that input is by source, and output is by
subject. A changeover has thus to occur inside
the intelligence machine.

Attribution theorists (e. g., Helder, 1958) note that the perception of

behavior of others is discrete, rather than continuous. People are seen

Ias performing a series of discrete actions. These discrete actions

I divide the strem of information into segments or units. Newvtsor (1,76)

found several'regularlties in the way people segment the stream of in-

[ formi•ition on tho behavior of others: t. o. , how th.ey tend to dividu their

j por'epttonm into a seriet of discrete actions. For example, people

"ubserving highly organized, step-by-step action, with a clear hierarchy

of Aubordinate and stuperorditate goals, tended to segment the action

into grosseor u~nitsi, while mouch- briefer and finer egnttnsare
Mnsde pv¢m'eptudlly fur i rrteul4r, l1.03ely orgatnizvd ac.ion equkeices.

F'urthor~ot'o. ati pooplo watelh ptredlctA41o. highly organimed Iction they

p-rcevo u t it 4Iger uitratiit eogmotnts. whereao when presoeted with

u"expocted aetton they resort to shorter tnit•. of 4ieton. The p•rce-pted

Organit-i~on ot action be-comtes oNtromely fine-grained initredlately
I' ,~~fter ;an m"e.4poeted ,ar unpr~ictiod ,iagnificant e,.orut occur,, .

An interesting finding by N.e6.wtion, rollcat4 but otill con- n

[. etroveroial. is tCt, at the perceivod boetlvior bocanwa more important



to the perceiver,. grosser units of analysis are used. These results

are consistent with Kahneman's (1973) finding that arousal causes a

tendency to focus on a few relevant cues, i. e., decreases the range of

attention while amplifying its intensity. The tendency of intelligence

analysts to rely heavily on a single source of information when under

stress was noted in Section 3, under the "Ultra SiW'rome." Janis and

Mann (1977) term this behavior "hypervigilance" in their conflict theory

of decision-making (Section 4).

Time is one of three dimensions which attribution theorists

emphasize as important to the perception of action (Heider, 1958).

Objects and events are organized into action perceptions al-)ng space

and formal substance dimensions as well (Koffka, 1935). A fundamental

principle in the formation of perceptual units is that the degre. of per-

ceived simllarity between characteristics of objects and events detur-

mines which will be perceived as connected in a unit- Decreasing the

time, distance, and deviations bctween discrete objoe.ts or between

discrete objects and events increases the teat ncy to perceiv., chaogew

and movements as a single action.

SFls~ihofi (1976: 431) notes that poople•' poor conactptions of

randonmousa (aoo above.) nI~y lead them to porcoive cauoal *ctioao

when in fact only random phenotena exist. What seem to be moaningful

patterna of actions mnCy only be another vnitifwtatioto of the witltdsprcad

tendency to offer deteormimnitic explantions of random events.

As was noted in Section Z, Sclthidt (1974) observes thAt actiona

which are parts of different planst mAy be temporally or spatially con-

ttguous. while actet that are 1art of the sane plan may 1w quite stepAratod

. t 'tt•, Tit..•&. 1 eap).- tvt4 tl Ila p2rCV14.. 'i,•nt•t* Whl'ch t,.ttp*acly or

*pAtizilly eontiguous as Weing cauially relatod. actionm which are in fat

- .- I . .
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unconnected mtny he seon as rrsu0ttng from a conunOn plan. Ant bccaun1,c

tpulipi! hiave Unly:: liit netw ýbilily to rlinunronnet-Ott IIItt ut 111"t

L ry. plaitsmab difftci-ult toifro(rm actions na stegigo h

actions are known. Finally, sonic plans will be even "lore. difficult to

[perceive becausse they contain both actionst and nontactiong..

t ~~~~~~Cit rirouM Incildefnt!?t N wilt rtiol a t1'! I~fO C1VrCf

Sherlock lflohnca: And then thani is the
curinaus indident of the 'log in the

Wahzon; Th'le dlog did nothing in the~ night-

t, i, I Wlnis: That wa s tho curiouts incident.

A. Conun Doyle. "The Sliver Wa'te"

Among the most 4l' fivnt~t Itt(rmation tho bitolligeonce uztalyast

has to contend with im negative informnationi, i.eo., data that something

ria ton ut occuwrredl. It, Soc~tion 7 jittv.r Al exaniplcn wg~r, givfeti of tho
;i~t~t ":.-v 1jy ibitvLi%4lt c4+ 441 of a~igativv iguivnation. At

le;Aot ad nmny 4raniplem cAn% he foundl of ~ttg41vo inforatatiun which was

neglected, er. when pteriycnioe an ueed vaiot accopted

~~~ ~by the Fe~inmkr or oxample. Admiral Powunds actions ii% the

bAttle of tle It-fated vouvoy P017 were bascs ox i~ M4 liot that the

S[ Qvrriatn ships ¶iroitz-. ilippe.tv n Sehtiei were at seA. 11ritish naval
lnte'ligtnw-e had a rdliabte mwsdtortn yiter~w wool 4 v-art 4t~

wtnwve of the TrplAtt. frotv% th@ Norwvg1a fiord*. $itweo tutOjrAlh of

1 4 wvetetttwero received. "av4l inteLlligentce votintAto-A (varrvetlyl that

jj I Tirpit~ had not oortie4. Fenutdl. howevir. vawoettt thizi evdve aftM,

ou the worot e~s~aoottrptiwvt that Tirvt,± w-a~ abhroAd. ditaperoed sho

it vcouvoy. wlth,ýt wati then doiotroyod p*ieeentr-4 Uy tJbasAMt bombeoro

llh~ly 177:1$). Mhachl~an lt944Ak 1Wtf writeso that - auas thoug~h
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and there is a "prejudice in favor of what the 'watchkeeper' has seen"

(p.. 37) which dominates inferences from negative information.

There seems io be a strong psychological tendency to attend to

actions or occurrences when forming inferences but to neglect the2 information, conveyed when particular responses or events do not occur.

For example, when experimental subjects are given information in the

form of a four-fold presence-absence table, only the "present-present"

cell strongly influences subjects' inferences of covariation. Logically,

the frequency of that cell is no more relevant than are the frequencies

in the other three cells, including the "absent-absent" cell. Ross (1977)

suggests that nonoccurrences are rarely as salient or as cognitively

available to the attributot as are occurrences. Consequently, recog-

nition, storage, retrieval, and interpretation are less likely with non-

occurrences than with actions.

Einhorn and Hogarth (1978) note that the tendency to ignore data

unless it falls in the "present-present" cell of the contingency table has

the effect of biasing feedback on the accuracy of judgments. If only the

confirmed predictions are attended (while false predictions, and correct

and incorrect nonpredictions are ignored), the tendency will be to assume

far greater accuracy in judgments than is actually the case. Einhurn

and Hogarth suggest that the difficulty people have in searching for dis-

confirming information to test their judgments leads to persistence in

the illusion of validity and overconfidence in judgments. An important

consequence of the tn.ndency to overlook disconfirming evidence is the

result that the wrong lessons are learned from experience.

Attributing Causes and Intentions. The perception of actiou is

followed by the second step of attribution, causal judgment: the
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perceiver seeks to identify the cause, or set of causej, to which an

action or outcome may most reasonably Ie attributed. A fundamental

i link between this step of attribution and the next, that is, the making of

dispositional judgments about the actor, is the perceiver's judgment as

to whether a given action was intentional or accidental. That is, only

intentional acts serve as the basis for making attributions of disposition

to an actor.

Theorists of the attribution process provide different inter-

pretations of how the judgment of intentionality is made. In each case,

theorists assert that an initial judgment must be made of whether an

I. action is due to personal (dispositional) or environmental (situational)

"forces. Theorists subdivide the components of these personal and

environmental forces differently.

Heider (1958) theorizes that motivation and ability are personal

forces, perceived along with task difficulty (the environmental force)

"I as forming the basis for inferences of intention, effort, and possibility.

v] The combination of intention, effort and possibility of the action are

believed to determine whether the action is successful or not. The

SIperceiver infers intention from the outcome of the action, the

possibility of that outcome, and the perceived level of effort. If the

[I level of effort is judged very low and the po~sihility of success is

judged low, the inference based on a successful action is likely to be

that the outcome was due to luck rather than intention. Lilkewise, if

"ability is judged low and the task difficulty Is perceived as high,

successful actions are more likely to be attributed to luck than to

intention, even if effort Is percelved as high. Intention will tend to bo

attributed to successful action when task difficulty is consistent with
- **• A
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ability such that successful action is judged possible, and when the

effort or exertion is high. If the action is a failure, the attribution

tends to be that this was due to luck rather than intention.

The tendency to attribute failure to luck rather than intention

when task difficulty and ability are compatible, and exertion is apparently

high, underlies the famous "lost plans" dectuptions of World Wars I and 11.

Turkish patrol, and while making a desparate escape, feigned being

*shot and dropped a dispatch case containing plans which led the Turks

to .- idizve the British attack was coming on the wrong flank. Hteavy

British patrolling subsequently in the same area gave credence to the

belief that something of value had been lost. B3y "failing" because the

task was difficult (escape wh~lo shot) even though effort was high (theI

gallant and dashing ride back to British lines and the later patrols), the

dropping of the plans had the character of accident rather than design.

Similarly, in World War 11, Montagu (1953) of Naval Intelligence and

Cholmodeley of the British Secret Service successfully passedl off onI

the Nazis false hints regarding the Sicily invasion by planting thum ona

dead body. a seon-ilng victim of an air crash. and liavin, the body

"happen" to float ashtore. The desired i&nd obtain"d impresoion was 0f a

dutiful courier stayed fromn his round by misfortune. Strong British

efforts to regain the lost briefcase anl prevent Its contents from falling

incident. not, Intention. and lent credence to the (alse clues that Sicily

'%A* not thle objective.

On the other hand. failure at a tuaik with low difficulty. or

whon ability Ir. prsent but offfort is absent iti likely to be ;*ttributed- to

an intentionAl. effort to fall.
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.Iul1es all(~vi, ( 1,65) .zugg(.-t that afltt.ntitun will be perceived

%i[ nder f~airly constrained circums4tances; when an action has rather

ventional be'havior (i.e. , out -of- role behavior is more informative than

I ~int- role behavior). Intentionality is inferred when actions are unusual,

h;Avo limited and negative consequences, and are within the capability

I cof the actor.

Kelley' s (1947, L971, 1 9%~) ;Lttribution theory hypothesizes that

attribuitions vtry in three dimensions: persons, tium/nmodulity, and

L'ntititos. The~ !irnciplte of co'.ariation betweeii potential causes and

e41'ecta of ations is the central theme of Kvcleyts attribution theory.

4. I1ittiUtjtiuAitY Will tw'IIIL to e 1 't triluttd %v1 never t'hP actor (but not

othcr porsons) tends to perforni A parti-ular action consistently but

u nly in A very limited variety of situations or in a variety of ways (time!

i :nodality). and tho gjvva action~ tends to produeo negative outcomes
(enitivs). Inteutiun wvill tend not to bo attributed to an actor if the

Aýtiij~n is peiformted by m~tay otherti, if it ii pe4rfortned rýArdomly or

in a wide varie~ty of keiatoxi, or If the action's tfiects wvoutd he re-

All throt, theorloa recognize that a judgment of intontion Its a

00COOAry preconditiott for At* Attributionl of a diopotiltion, but they

et~ic-r 14t thv do-reo to which they hold Intentiou to he itiffivievt for

poron4l attribotlort. Kvlloy roatriets intesttiotial ;Actions to Only those

*ctlooa whielt 4ro vntiroly di potitloual atud porioteltie. And could

not avo Ween frzed ur vlicited by onionmintal factors. At the

141I
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other extreme, Heider sees intention as necessary but not sufficient

for a dispositional attribution; effort or exertion in the direction of the

intention (that is, to obtain rewarding outcomes) must also be present.

Jones and Davis hold a middle position, that intentional action is less

likely to lead to personal dispositional attribution if the action effects

are highly desirable.

The theory most compatible with the task of the intelligence

estimator of intentions is obviously Heider's. Both Kelley and Jones

and Davis tend to rule out estimation of intentionality in cases where

the outcome rewards the actor. In contrast, Heider would require the

analyst to assess the outcome (successful or not) against the effort to

determine if the action was intended. However, other aspects of the

Kelley and Jones and Davis theories are of interest in the analysis of

intention estimation. Kelley's theory provides a framework for

organizing information on actions along useful dimensions of con-

sensus (people), consistency (time/rmodality), and distinctiveness

(entities), and underlines the principle of cov-.riation. Jones and

Davis' theory underscores the significant impact which unusual events

can have on estimates and attributions.

For example, Jones and Davis predict that expert advice would

be most convincing when it is out-of-role, i. e., when CIA officials

discourage covert action, when State Department officials recommend

military rather than diplomatic measures, etc. In fact, Betts' (1977)

research on military advice seems to bear out Jones and Davis' pre-
diction: "military advice (to U.S. Presidents] has been most persuasive

as a veto of use oi force and least potent when it favored force" (p.

210) and "soldtors havet exerted the greatest leverage on (n ilitary]
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intervention decisions in those instances where they vetoed it"

Bias in Attributions. A commonly observed bias in attribution

is the tendency for actors to attribute success to t-heir own abilities,

V ~ efforts, or dispositions while attributing failure to luck, task diffi.culty.

or other factozs, while obse-rvers of the action give the actors less

3 creit fr sucessand ore blame for failure. While such asyrnmo'ric

attributions have an obvious egocentric explanation, it can also be ex-

Iplair'cd in nonx-notivaLional tcrmrs. Success is intended, planned and

anticipated by the actor and congr'uent with his past experience, whereas

failure iio an u4 nendted, u'M1USLal event which occurs despite the actor's

Iplans an~d criIýt. Oov rear intc fss awrare of the actor's

intoutions, plians. efforts anxd "1141-~,thui the actor.

T 1he miost fr(..uc-atly noited ')as oý at!-ributiout (Heider, 19-1;

Ross, 19)77) is th fUuldoarne..taI attrflbution erothc texidency for

Observers to underestiixacteipc of situat~i-inal, t~vironm,ýnta1

'actors andi to overkcýAin-ate th e rol.e of dispofitional .Cactc-rv in con-

trolling behavior. An e\xplanatioii of Othis biaz paroull1ls th.z- explanation

~ -of the _-syminietric att ributiwi siLccet Al dd ft ih~r, Itxmely the

differential perceptions r.f actortz and obsvr-,crs TJorwa am Niabelt,

1971). The a~ctor is focLuin~g on1 th, it aion !Arul~n ~tw

wJ~hereas the observer is focusing prmt~yon thc actor. It a ppars

I .that this "perceptu~al foeiwsing. that is, whateu'er or' N~wievr we focus

A [our attention oti becomes o-ore apt to bu cited as a causail qi!n (thval

and Ilen,4ey, 1970: Storms. 1973; Taylor and lFiak-, 1975) underlies

~~ the actor- )server asymm~etries.
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The implication of the fundamental attribution error is that

observers too readily infer broad personal dispositions and expect coni-

sistency and predictability ini behavior across a wide variety of situations

and contexts. There is a tendency to draw hasty conclutsions about dis-

positions while overlooking relevant environmeontal forces and constraints.

Several of Jervis' (1968) hypotheses on t)te misperceptions of intentions

(see Section 4) stemn from this bias: the fact that statesmen tend to see

the behavior of others as more centra~lizd, disciplined and coordinated

tlN than it is, and the tenduncy to perceive the position of a state's F~oreign

Office as the position of the state.

Jervis (1968) postulates a further hypothasis that seems itulircctly

related to .Ihe fundamental attribution error: that when states intertct, a

state will overestimate the degree to which desired behavior by a sucond

state is due to the influence of the first, and will overostimate the degree'A tn which undesired behavior by the other stato ito due to internal forces.

That iv, states gcwirally eve other otateu ap behavin; negatively for

dispooitioual re.~4sono and bohaving positively bocauie of influence. InJ

this latter event the porceiving state ovoren vh~izv* its own influonco io

bringing About the pooiti%-o behavior, 'Iheiv tend,:ncies hAV* bevn noted

in psychological research. Taylor and Koiv mald (1976) found 0tha

people arv perceived as the cause af positive. dosire4 outcofoos whilo
situational factorv are rtgardod as causing negativeL "outcoge. which

(1976) found an egotistic tendiency to miake attrii~utions that put aoaeleU

in3 the beat poesiblo light. attribuftin good outcumes to oualu own skille

while bad outconiet Are attributed o~toriully. lirtAfly. thoro is a

*eadvnvy lowitrd what luavi and Nisat~t (1971) tte .urtet ityth
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ttnukncyto ýtstunie others see the world the same way one does. Ross

S(1977) notes that laymen tend to perceive a "false concensus, "that is,

to see their own behavioral choices and judgments as relatively common

and appropriate to existing circumstances while viewing alternative

SIresponses as; unconmmon, deviant, and inappropriate. I.'urthfrmore,

there is the tendency to judge those responses that differ from our own

[ as more revealing of an actor's stable dispositions than those responses

which are similar to our own. Jervis (1968) notes that it is difficult for

an actor to bilieve that others see him as a menace, and even harder

3 to see that issues important to him are not important to others.

lHcýss (1977) suggests that the egocentric bias explains the

I :tSyrmt-,try of actor and obg,-rver attrib,.tionF: when others behave

differently than Lhe observer would act, the observer makes a disposi-

I tioral atiribution, and since others are likely to behave differently

from us on at leastt some occasions, as observers we tend to see others

at havitg mnor distinguishing personal dispositions than ourselves.

I Theoe att ributional biases lhave many implications for the estimator

of intontions. Fir t. there may be a tendency to focus only on behavior

Sof •.thv" st,•tc that d~fe r. froum the bvhavior of onet. own state and to

aeiiunm that sinilar behavior is understandable and needs no explantation.

i Purthe•rmorv. whoen divrpA4tt be•hAvior It examined there is a tendency

to tie diipoaitional oxplanation* for it and to assume that other obtervers

I will al4c pwelrvve tho behavlor as different, noeding explanation, and

probAbly duo to disctoAitional vauts. The egotissi and poeitlvity effects

would nmt*• it vory difficult for an observer to attribute the negativo be-

I avior of another state to the inip"et the obhervor's tztat may be lavilig

oft th.o ohaervod state: instead Qi noting tho negative behavior aso a

14 5



reaction to situational forces (i e., the impact of the observer's state),

the observer will tend to make a dispositional explanation. Similarly,

when a state fails to make the desired impact on another state the

failure is more likely to be attributed to the disposition of the other

state than to the insufficiency of the effort to make an impact.

Conflict and Attributed Intent. Thomas and Pondy (1977) report

the tendency for parties to a conflict to perceive themselves as cooperative

and reasonable, but to attribute competitiveness and unreasonableness to

the other party. Both parties tend to translate the ongoing events into

their own frame of reference and into the terms of their expectations.

Each party tends to be aware of the role pressures on himself and the

conditions which influence the party's ability to satisfy those pressures.

Each party sees his behavior as flowing rationally from these pressures

and conditions, while the other's behavior is apt to be most significant in

terms of its actual or potential frustration of the party's own concerns.

Having no access to the other's reasoning process, each party perceives

the other's frustrating behavior as arbitrary and unreasonable. Attribution

of intention becomes especially salient when relative power is a central

feature of the relationship (Maselli and Alt rocchi, 1969). A party is

more likely to be concerned with the Inte;nt of the other when he thinks

the other is more powerful, and more likely to attribute the actions of the

other party to intent.

Jones and Nisbett's (1971) observation that actors and observers

focus on different cues and have access to different information also

applies to a conflictual relationship. In conflict both parties are occupied

with their own behavior -- choosing the next moves and responses. The

parties have relatively little opportutity or motivation to attend to the
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effect of th~eir owvn behavior, and are relatively unwiawre of thu pro-

I. vocative elements of their own behavior during conflict, but highly

f aware of thoem in the othcr party. Coupled with this rel-ative unaware-

1. ness of the negative elements in their own behavior, individitals are

likely to be especially sensitive to uncooperative cuies from the other

71party. Both the threat of loss implicit in noncooperative behavior and

~ I.the high salience of uncooperative acts tend to lead individuals to

selectively attend to, and recall, uncooperative cues from the other

~ 1. party, producing excaggerated attributions of hostility, an observation

Jervis (196) makes of diplomats.

Failure to use P1ase-Rate DatCa. Kelley's attribution theory pre-

dlicts that if many actors perform givon behavior, observersi will

inturpret this cozwensus its indicating situational forces rather thtan

d-ispositional causes underlie thu action. Rulowvi~ing the ex-Porixncntal

literature Nisbett and florgida (1975) and Nlsbett, Borgicla, Craiidall,

I and Reed (11976) conclude that t~here is little evldence that peooplt are:

sensitive to consensus Information, rather. people fail to uso infer-

mation about what most people cao in a particular situation. 4nd instead

Ifovua, on~ hlzividuating infrituttion oa the caie in hand. Ao Ni ~bett. ett

al. (1976: 114) write;

Pe~oplae, Itr a egely unL"t-ilienced iin thoir
ciutsal attributionsi by kiiowledgpe f the be-
havior of othorti. 1,:iowledge thzat the
actor~s retiponse Is wide~ly Mi.Are 5ecn
not to prompt the iide nee%; that the eituatI04%
rathor thin the avtor is tho ehiet cautialjagent. Conviorbely. 1kniowledlge that the
itctorlti res4ponse is uniqu~e gooms not to
prortpt the ittferenvo that tho actor rathor4
thAnA thO $itUAtiOnl I$ thU chief CAusAl A&ent.

Nisbott at-W Iorgida and Nisbott, et al.. noto the parallel bot'ween thiw



failure to use consensus information and Kahneman and Tversky's

SI (1973) finding that people fail to use base-rate information when making

predictions.

Nisbett et al., suggest that base-rate or consensus infornation

is statistical, remote, pallid, and abstirace while target case data is

vivid, salient, and concrete, and the formor "may simply lack the I
clout to trigger further cognitive work." Concrete, emotionally

interesting information may have greater power to generate inferences

because they serve as representative cases which aid in retrieving

similar information.

However, Tversky and Kahaeman (1977) demonstrate that base-

rate data are used in making predictions or Inferences when they induce

a camsal model which explains the base-rate and applies to the

individual case. Their research has a wider application to attribution

theory however. They find that it is easier for people to reason fruni

caufses to eonvequocrscs th~a to reason from coaqe~bzt.:k to etusca.

It ia the latter problem, that of percoiving aetiwt and attempting to

determine the causes for the Action, that attribution theory mp ite•.

Tvorsky and Kahaoten*n hypotlwwhxt; that peopcret caoa shaei to

makecohrentexpnatiosts of the causest of eventts, and have difficulta

in ueing b•se-rate data in these causal schomoes. but naturally use

reproeuetative eaae data. They fin that whet perople are a4bl0 tol giveA base-rate data a causal, rather thAn di~gacnot.tic, tttepvttatioa the

base-ratesx affect judgments: whil b~aserAtes th-at 4o no fit into

causal Vchemes or which Conflict with a caual schmo are givn little

or no weight.
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L
TIvershIy antd aleman~ uii'st ri'sul- lLu.gige.: tha~t evella though the

~ I intelligenice analy.%t Ims; excullent base-rate diagnustic data~, lie may be

Upnahile to utili~rj it In hizi cstiiinstes unless it can be givetm a causial

L explanatLion, i. u. , until it can he inturpv~tod as a propensity tha~t is

it L - ~ ~ t related to a target outcome. K~nowing that military cnipability
L ~~buildup34 of a nation ar c rollo-.vd by a;urprI~e attacks in one out of twenty

~~ Icases i~i 'Aiarostic. K'nowing, that a given ,"dion had twenty capability

buildup.- ;and only otie surprise ;Attack fodlowod is cý,.usal anid 1,ore li<01v

Ito be influontiavl. IThL-enczoding of lrta riate data tends to detormint.

how it iv, wnvd.

In Otit voncilding tiotiot4 of this rcport. Onnd ttois

how intolhgvt'"ý Mniýht bf- il"Prov#v.d ;-ro ova~utat*d ;%gains Jt theii~c[I vioewed -act.~v tho tde~ of I.a1ure. ;and tsuýccess (Sýectionj 4 ýand 7).
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tiA.;NusAKZ 'S. 'S~AKN~~ IN INTE~NTION E*ST MATIION

I This sioctian presenta threa cherk list~. of majoi3r prohlsen1!. With

~ Ii intantion 4s'tinmatiun aud their c1ar:Lcttris4tir and synlptcora1. The~

sym;Atum pattL.-rns vary gre.4Iy fron- prohl&lem to pro~blemr. The~.e4

chcki'i~ts parallel the individual, organizational, and polifhlica rnode1s

uscd in Suctionx 4. Dctal-,, oit thase diagnc'st~d vvoa1eses -tra found

> ~L in Scwtions 4 and 8, and, to a lcacr extent, in Sections ?., 3, and 7.

~ Whun tbese prah1cti~ arei lhitk4d with e~h other. m~ajor failuo trai ~d
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Individual Model

Major Problems Characteristics and Symptoms

Personal Motives of Policy- Estimates and decisions follow self-
Makers interests. Premature closure of

estimation. Estimates fit preconceptions.
"Yeq" men dominate dissidents.

"Official Theory" of Intelligence consists of "unvarnished"

Intelligence ("Mosaic facts, facts "speak for themselves, " the
Theory") future is predictable if the "right" people

get "all the facts. " Intelligence estimates
echo the policy line, or tend to be ignored.
Policy groups usurp intelligence functions,
no clear authority or responsibility for
estimation.

Images of the Enemy "Mirror imaging" of the enemy. Salient
and dramatic images form the basis of
estimates. Preparing to [ight the last war.
Alternative images not considered. Data
evaluated by how well it supports existing
images. Estimate revisions are either
minimal or revolutionary. False alarms
(crying wolf) dulls reactions.

Memory Biases Salient, dramatic, memorable instances
overwhelm less dramatic data. Images that
"make sense" are better recalled than
ambiguous or confusing information. "Some
X" is recalled as "All X" or "No X. '

Dramatic data "shrink" in magnitude, grow
in memorability.

Hypothesis Testing and Hypotheses are accepted and rejected on21 Concept Formation the basis of insufficient evidence. Early
Biases intelligence "fixes" the image and confirm-

ing intelligence is accepted, disconfirming
intelligence is disbelieved. Only one or two
of many dimensions are monitored at a time.
Conjunctions are basis for most hypotheses.
Negative intelligence ignored. "Hit rate"
sole criterion of success, false alarms
ignored.

~Nh
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[ Major Probl.ims Characteristics and Symptoms

Estimation Psuedo- Estimatc~s believed to be b~ased on manyS[Sophistication variables in fact depend onf only a few.
Estimators wrongly identify the "miain"
variables. Use of mnore informxation in-

~ rcrteases COn, iioutt( but c"-crcasos Cori-
~. ~ sistency of estimates, leaves accuracy
4". unchanged. Stress on "'all-source" system,

getting "all the facts. 11Resistance to
estimates dlone by "olitsiders, " or checking
past estimates against cr-iteria.

~ ~.Noise Conceals Signals Estimates are ambiguous or ambivalent.
Estimators differ on predictions. Analysts

j differ with each cther and policy-makers
o ver what is "relevant.'1 Piecemeal and
day-to-day shifts in opinions occur. Each
analyst sticks to a single hyqpothesis at a

time. .( MirŽ aing of unickrtaia edc-
mrxitts suc'h a:s oerney risk function.

Deception Conceals E-stimate hvhih cortainty. corsstcy
Signals and suppo-_,t at high levels. Low-level

I intelligence var~ies from high-level estimate.
Estimate of enemy intention has close fit
to top level preconceptions. Tactical in-
telligence dominated by strategic estimates.

Risk Estimation "Impossible" risks become possible be-
cause they are unexpected. Risk calculusItied closely t-o capabilities, not pot~sible
future outcomes. Reject-ions of "'sulcidal
risks" ignore possible short-term pay-

offs. Mirror im~age rationality, logic.

~j Estimation Heuristics

R c. Rp re s enta t ive ne ss"I Small samples art! believed to be as good
as large saniple.3. Estim~ates are deter-I ministic, random- error is ignored.
Estimates are not regressed to the mecan.
" Good" case stud1ies form the basis for
estimates. Unrel iable intciliger-ce yieldsi I: identical estimates as reliable intelligence.
Worthless initelligence masks base-rate
intelligence. Consistent indicators are
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Major Problems Characteristics and Symptoms

preferred to inconsistent indicators.
Analysts have highest confidence in most

¾ extreme estimates. Estimates for distant
future more ccertain than present estimates.

"Availability" Memorability used as index for co-
occurrence. Illusory correlations
accepted without checking. Distinct
events seen as co-occurring. "Likely"
scenarios form the basis of selective
attention and estimation.

"Anchoring and Current estimate batied on previous estimate.
Adjustment" First approximations used as starting points.

Successes overestim~ated, failures under-
estimated. Confidence bounds are too
narrow, analysts overconfident in estimates.
Many "1surprises" and intelligence failures
unexplained. Hindsight biases conceal
lessons of failures, "know- it -all -along"
effect leads to rejection of intelligenice
estimation. False estim~ates purbevere
discrediting of data.

Attribution Biases Behavior, estimated to be intentivuul. nmcy be
either random or situational. B~ehavior like
our own needs no explanation, behavior
different froz-, our owvn needs intention ex-
planation. Deviant behavior seems znoro

V complex than "normal" beha vior. Order~ly
behavior lest; closely attended th~an di a-
orderly behavior. Negative evidence ignored.
Behavioral interdependence overlooked.
Attributions of hostile Intentions prodomin-
ate. Cause'1 data used while base-rate data
are ignored.

354
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0C) rt.,1 li .?aion:t] lvM ,r,!el

±.L..' L - -,m,. Characteristics and Symptorns

Inconsistency of Policy Policy perspective narrows intelligcnce
and Intelligence Goals perspective. Demands for cert:ainty

generate ambivalence; anibivalence
fosters predisposition, bolstern confidence.
Ambiguous data lead to intuitive analysis,
leaves predispositions unchallenged.
Multiple intelligence channels foster am-
biguity. Reformxis atrophy becase they
fail to meet organizational needs.

Uncritical Change or Alternative actions and objectives not
Maintenance of Policy/ assessed. Current versus new policy con-
Policy Change under sequences not evaluated. No search for new
Stress information. No new planning for implemen-

tation or contingencies. Shifting to new
policy leads to cvaluation of current policy
but riot future policies. Changes under
pressure lead to shifting responsibility to
others* bolstering sclcctcd "policy by wish-
ful thinking, exaggerating positive outcomes
and minimizing negative possibilities,
procrastination.

Narrowing of cognitive processes,
premature concensus from limited alternative
generation. Decision unit and advisor circle
shrinks, reduces alternative viewpoints, in-
sulation from system. Limited information
sought or a ctepted from fewer sources.
Leadership promotes preferred solution.Shr-range issues drive out long-range
Short-ag ?susdiv:u)on-agplanning and analysis. Trade-offs of values
not considered, hard choices among options
reinterpreted into single choice.

G rouphink Illusion of invulnerability, exc e s sive
optimism, excessive risktakin•. Collective
rationalizations and discouiitinr of warnings.
Belief in group morality. Stereotyped view
of enemy. Pressures against deviant opinions
and sclf-ccusorship. Illusion of unanimity,
silence means agreement as.suniption.
"Mindguards" tolerated and fo!'tercd to de-
fcnd group from contrary vicws.
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Major Problems Characteristics and Symptoms

Hierarchy Effects Increased time delays in transmission of
information and intellig ence. Concealment
and misrepresentation of information.
Lower level analysts and those closest the
problem ignored. Innovation inhibited,
communication restricted to narrow
channels, defensive cliques and coalitions
fostered. Experts are prom'oted out of
their area of competence. Transmission
of bad news upward inhibited and policy
information fails to flow downward. Analytic
talents compete with others for promotion.

Easy to isolate inconvenient experts.

Specialization Effects Stress on loyalty and secrecy interfer with.
information flow. Units adopt guardian role
to protect resources, foster rivalries.
Parochial intelligen-ce fostered, too remote
from policy needs. Diffe -ing unit estimates
produce ambiguity and ambivalence, and
paralyze2 policy choices. Redutidancy among
units wastes resources, consui-ies policy-
mnakers' time and attention. Multiple
intelligence sources generate information
overload at policy level. Uncovered gaps
result in intelligence functions or coverage.

Contralir-ation E~ffects Consensus estimates hide alternatives and
disagreements. Resources spread too thin
between center and periphery. Illusion of
reliability and security fostered. Troo many
layers intervene between data collection and
policy usage.

Secrecy Efftects Secret sourcesoisee-t more valid and infal-
lible than open Hources. Infort-ation
O valuated by foewcr experta. Authorship
anonyt )us. Distribution. Indexhing
reforotwing, losu systdmatic. Irritating
critic.9 retroved from access.
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[ Mor Poblmis Caracteristics and Symptoms

SOP Effects Rigid response patterns to information
IM Iay be unsuited to chianged conditions.J
Recsistance to changing established pro-
cedure. SOP's determnine what problems
can be solved, wliich informiation 's avail-
able, whz't methiods ca-n be Used. Avail-
able routines define the meaning of problems.
Cornmuni cations betwveen agencies and with-

L in agencies depend on routinized channels and
liaison, limiting whiat is comnmunicated, the
scopu. of inform~ation, and its impact.
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Political Model

Major Problems Cha tact-ri sti vs and Symptoms

Z2Effects of Differing Focus on decision from unique viewpoint
~2.Stakes and Action of bureaucratic stand. Intelligence is

Channois politically selfinterested. Conflicts re-rult
from competition for leadership attention
and credence. Competition fosters
excessive certainty and confidence.
Emphasis on salesmnanship raffher than~
analysis. lBureatis cont rol information
and resource flow to make points~ in
strategic cot-petition with other bureaus.

Personality Effects Political personality clashes disrupt
intelligence hierarchies. Ope rations at
one level depend on attitude of leadership at
the next higher level. E~stimates by
proteges are protected by mentors from
criticism. Poor persontal relations within
the chain of command impede upward and
downward comunleatirmn. stifle f@.dba~c-k.
foster competltioa!i,. Snimiaritiieý in hack -

ground reduce novel ideas and approachea.
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PROBLEMS AND PROSPECTS FOR PRESCRIPTIONS

A wide variety of prescriptions, reforms, and reorganizations

have been proposed to cope with the weaknesses which are listed in

Sectic-n 9 'see, e. g., Fain, et al,, 1q977: 239-259; Barnds, 1974). This

sectioa assesses some of the most popular recommendations, makes a

few new ones, and relates them to the successful estimainepeine

reviewed in Section 7.

Three features characterize many recommnain.Frt

there is an overwhelming stress on identifying the causes of the failures

and shortcomings of intelligence. The tendency is to focus on a

particular failure or defeat and to identify those critical features which

seem central. Rarely is the.-- a parallel analysis of successes ins comn-

parable situations to determine if the seen-ingly central features of the

failure actually were absent (as would be expected) during the successe~s.

:; If the features highlighted for change or reforin were also found to be

present during succes-iwi* one would have mouch I-ss optin-ism that tho

proposed reforms will really it-ake rauch difference. flarnds (1974:

36) recornnmendt; n-ore nonfallure pout-mprtenia bo- cowlticted. Second,

there is a tendency among reforn-era to exhautit their critical 'qnergios

J on the foaturou they wish to change and to downplay the costs and

problemns Introduced by their recommendationa. Enustirating the we'4k-

naiwees of proposed ruforms to often Left to those who resiot change.

<C. and who defend the status quo: often thotio who have hoon charged with

failure. Thia weakens the in-pact of their opinions on the poposed

reforms. T10rd. the ciauses of failures are usually identileA alongon

of the dintenealana uaetl here. individual. urgaftie4;Aionitt. -r joiltilhal.
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-laving, diagnosed the problem on one of these dimicnsions, the recoin-

mendations are often on anoth,,r dimension. For example, one recent

critique, by Szanton and Allison ([976), lists the primary deficiency of"

the intelligence community as "inadequate analysis" resulting from "bias,

irrelevance, and a judgmental rather than analytic orientation;" problems

of the individual analyst and the psychological aspects of intelligence

organization (e. g, intelligence having too little impact on policy).

However, Szanton and Allison's recommendations are addressed to the

structural aspects of intelligence organization. They suggest a separate

analytical agency with no collection or operational responsibility. Colby

(1976: 53), in a rebuttal, asserts that "tinkering with the organizational

structure" is the first and easiest recommendation but UiLt is also a

panacae for infinite problems." Rarely do reformers demonstrate how,

for oxarnple, changing the structure will alter" the psychological features

of organizational behavior which they identificd as the problem. Too

often, one suspects, whatever the nature of the problem, the recommended

reforms will tend to be whatever seems easiest to accomplish, i. e,,

reorganizing.

To practice what is being preached and by way of an example of

how reformers might anticipate the weaknesses of their own recommen-

dations, a brief counterargument against intention estimation is outlined.

A Case Against Intentions. We have argued in this report that

intention estimates should and can be done, that thel problems which prevent

accurate estimates can be dceternmined, that the underlying psychological

mechanisms of estimnation tasks are generally known, and that we can

learn many useful legsons from the cplsodes of successful estinmation

in the past, In making this case it is easy to overlook the impact of the
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present conte::t of intelligence on this issue, and to assume that more

or better intention estimation, Ipso facto, solves the major problems

of intelligence. To the contrary, in slightly altered contents, intention

estimation might have little value or oven be counterproductive.

Among these contextual factors is the present high capability of

intelligence agencies to estimate military and economic capabilities

and the other major elements of physical intelligence (see Section 2).

Because we know, with considerable certainty, what our potential

enemies could do, we arc far more curious about what they will do. If

our ability to determine capabilities were less robust, we would put a

much higher priority on developing capabilitios estimation methods und

much less stress on intentions.

History and recent exporience bear this out. Pricr to World

War I1 the British War Office regularly comp)ainod that the Secret

Service •ailed to provide urgently needed factual informAtiou about

t Germany's military copabilities, equipment. preparations aund move-

moent beocauso ao much of it* limited resources were diverted to or

distracted hy the collection and 4i•tribution of opeculatioon on Geormnylo

inmediat@ intentit'-~ (Hintaleyd 1979: %5-6). Similarly. wheon the U..

monitoring otations in Iran were lost after the overthrow of the Shah.

the dabatoo in the U.S. Senate over ratificatiou of the SALT 11 treaty

made a sudden shift from co•evrn over Soviet intonluas to concern

over varificatW-a of Soviet etratogic cap441|ttoo.l,

BOCAuao WO estiMAt CApabilitiesI Well. W, Might 410W 40 able to
estinato intontions. shuld We lo0e 0SOM or e all of out CpbIltiles

est1ntatiiou a4ility. we would Lo iAr lei# Able 'Aud fAr Ieos desireos Q$

Context of a high Atblity to eatimate CAPAWlities.
• i



A iýwvfstfl IwtvxlttuI t+-&itir i,- 111., .'i4:itidJily hit-(?n ic r.ttvt

41 stature of U.S. foreign policy In pecaetime. To put it too viuipiy, thd

I main pos;t war U.S. policy convet bins been mvaintaining the world

L t;tatus; quot. Intuntloti uzdtiniation k, a cnontral eiczivrmt Of dofense but a[ [Mev~nlary rhrt.aicnt of offon.-e (nont Section 2). If U.S. po'icy were to

bccornc. niurci vxfpanslnnittic andc mggrc:,4iive, thet nued for intention irtel-

i Iligenct! would Cr)ft-rave ;md thro demnand- for eaýpahilitics inrtilligencst wcs-Ild[ ~incrvase.. By tha sanir token, the policy of America's primary adver.4ary

vatcdptential wa rtit'nr cn-my. the oSovit-t Union. ha* beent (ixqtin, being

V ~~~tov inipt':!f- 1,,Cgriy r~t~busi and, fromt' th U.S. perspcctive,

V%~,rM n liiv. Such b~ri' xviar "tut ps~rceptiutts dic:tate the(- neeod for int-liligsonce

mi So'. let ltAtrtlf ;rjf n% r1 t :ts on Soviet e-tpabiiities. If. fur vumne rcanun,

Li-Thug.%,1 witeW the 1 nscont cwttext makes i rot 4adi44 tsa

I izto~ntiott esth'natiott a pennd goal. shlft4 to any of isveoraL contextuAl

I .fAvtors could le.-isen the vailte of 4,hitviag that goal. In rectiounendial;

iiitt0,it ionen tattaa. ýA 11,4r thit Ith £ v plst r~s-Mt oa outr _omtt nu~o4

j Ahdbiity 4nd ALM$ itn0 Milwttig AMbtiui 01dt0 onluav of the

2 ~oca w~~io vrld ittat~ loX thetitcd $t.*to And it~a Pritwilol

[ I ~ ~~~~With this priociple in tM that 41,~g~~lttk itxhn

I ~~introdtwe thtwiv ovisi newýv prohioments wi nosw turan to ootie urdtti

Law tntprovitig itetitvtou @s~tnMi~tatn.

Awairenioz&. A ioatimon reeionttteudation hi thait di~-wk

iAndtttlt~once awdyty*u bdtouauld W~ Awar- thAt thcy du n aotne "WUWnhtiAc4
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choices or estimates or process information in an unbiased manner

(e.g., Jervis, 1968: 462; Chun, 1979: 1791. Such an explicit awareness,

it is argued, would do much to offset the negative effects of the "official"

theory of intelligence" and the "image s of the enemy." For example, a

more critical attitude toward "fact-gathering" and single hypothesis

estimates might result. Estimators would seek more aids to offset

biases (e.g., greater reliance on strong infer'ence) and more critic.al

reviews of their estimates.

There is strong evidence in psychological studies, however. that

informing people of their biases and exhorting them to do better has

little impact (e.g., Fischhoff. 1977; Kahneman and Tversky. 1979;

Tvervky and KAlnesnan, 1974); people do not become less biased after

aomeeon tell. them they are. Nor do policy- makrs rciadi1y adopt aids

even when a case is nude that they are needed (Brown, cited in Slovic,

et 4., 197: Z17). On the oth, haand, decisiou ztids are noetimes iidote•4

•':~a s howriece-e asWl selling toolo. rather than as dirvct aid,* to •nunging

i•decisions (cf. S•loltiky. 1972). Nevertheloss. analytic aid's ;Are coa-

It how to help to a it. nd to Uet

as it WA* tateadod.

Muttiplo Advoeavy. Tho op~aslii an the r~e of ruvpI#

"Unyerl~s t Iteligoto o reonuton thAt the Itatentiou .ostittnAtor

and "images.~ the enemyr 09piZ. 302 r4mmitesof i s th hwas jvronlpec

adopt "'a willtigwis to play' with material fromu difoert augloo4U ind t

uh~ 4 ~ aM t~t~ ~J~j1LIV ~Tho r VViewv Ut
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Iyptthu~ts4 test ing andf contcept (nr:'iatitan in Setctioni 8 %tiggetast that it

L ~~is extroniisly difficult for a singletnuynt to (du thin,, "I~thotigi the Use

of cxplicit formal models, which yield computing pre-dictions, cotipled

V.with stirong inferenceoy)tviiricto olnqe seemn t-.1%.V

%ecrverl wtll the succes sfu1 intet~ttlti estitnators, rtwirwcd in Set'tlmn 7.

Jervit. (1968. 1974), Shbaim (1976) 4nsI Othors iniply that, becawie

SIthe individual analyot v;%nnot eni3cape the! hypnotic nffecnt of his ownl Pre-

concctioi~ ~ t hypothosesc. hzviavn :mnay petoplo wirt cotcttng

j biases. or ttsing latrgo, divers groups vtthor thvan -tmraI!, Iwrnogcncous

K ~g roupti will i4rilit,%tt multiplo advova4ýy ;And the probing vi intormitnitw

from diffe rent prpeits

4 JThis rr~ccnuzenda4titnt cýfl bo e~vLItuaLed Agaillst the rp-ea rch on

howgrup prf rnawe ornarc wil' t~tufiadivid4:ak (tsie 1,eally

'4a4tldh116Aut, 1969, fur' L g&vio±w). Vtjt ";!;.Arw ~~gcZL Li"d twhLiwor

the groutp or thet iadt.\dtud~ purturmatw~ce 1:jtitperiox' dependA CIZL the,

problvm w~d-ntafla u. Group., peCor(@r 45 woll 4;1 their berot membeor,

whon wrkhit Or 'hlotntta where (a± th1% htn h4* pjwvittv oipport

:UA the otttsaet. litiply2:n that 'rhe ruhtl*t wi~ e;alyv vaottigh for nt4vbt

hiao4~'i altpldctey thd 414ou thr 40114--t1

[IL U~~~ attained- 4v nirtx-Orr; Witit 4insutztiensi hi1 M~A-i~.aw it.419yj*

- fIthe. ýrutkj- hai~ h4-d prior ox-porhtnvo with oft~ns@ thcoi.a t44;tC at411ii .with theo ahtlteioc-af itsi nwmheno. Gvettpo twrfvrin Zsettvi, thattAthdir

hvo3t ntiwsnbera h the pt(Alihk ms itnsveý (4O imultPle p4rtl a tt4

[ ~ ft vito ititer hite the vntire tiolatiou. its) the ý"rntr tflifl~atttbS It~aV

I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~.a 'Le"4J utA t4j* ~ dr *& dthIPA iirl hig.4dty cooprativiv
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less aggre-sive members (not necessarily the less correct) give in, or

the conflicting parties compromise on third alternatives (which ar-t

almost always wrong) to protect feelings and rclationships. Groups

perform worse than the most proficient member on tasks that require

thinking through a aeries of interrelated steps or stages, applying a

number of rules at each point, and always keeping in mind conclusions

reached at earlier points. The verbalizations of several members who

started at different points and pursued different lines of reasoning are

mutually disrupting. Multiple-stage (in contrast to multiple-part)

problems require the individual problemsolver to place in proper

relation a number of ideas and pieccs of information before he can see

the answer. This implies the correctness of a given answer is not a

simple matter. On problems of t"' type group processes handicaip the

most proficient member, all mntnioers tend to contribuIle to the discussion,

-vhether their comments are helpful or not, and the difficultv, of demon-

strating tht solution seems to prevent the most proficient members fromn

making their due contribution.

An estimate of intentions might be any of these three types of

problems. Some ostimates will have group plurality support at the

outset, in :.hich case multiple advocacy may expose minority views, but

these are unlikely to make any impact on the group solution. Multiple

advocacy will be most effective on problems of the second type, it the

group atmosphere is highly cooperative, otherwise a nonoptimal com-

promise solution tend9 to result. Estimates of this second type would

be anes in which resvlts from many fields of expertise would have to be

interrelated and integrated intn an overall estimate. For example, the

"Senate S,.:hct Cozinmittee on Intelligence (1978: 3) found the nlul.tip.e
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advocacy technical subteazns of the Team A-Team B estimative

SIexercise

... were the most rewarding: there was a, nmutual
give-and-take, and these B Teamis clearly made a
constructive contribution. By contrast, the dis-
cussions concerning Soviet objectives were more

Scontroversial and less conclusive. The B Team on
Soviet Oebectives contributed some useful critiques
concerning certain technical intelligence questions,
butthere was not much give-and-take on broadr~rI is3ues.

It seems likely that the technical aspects of Soviet strategic capabilities

were multiple-part problems and were approached wich a dispassionate,

! I cooperative attitude, whereas the problem of Soviet Objectives was more

likely a multiple-stage problem which was, the Senate Report makes

clear, treated as a 7ompetitvy,.,crsarial proc.eding. Mu.ltiple

advocacy is likely to be counterproductive when applied to multiple-

stage estimation problems. George (1975: 95-6) seemingly agrees that

multiple advocacy requires rather narrow conditions to work effectiively.

The three successful intention estimation methods reviewed in Section 7

SI~[ were all multiple-stage procedures, i.e., would tend to yield worse

results if conducted in a multiple advocacy environment.

I in short, multiple advocacy will probably expose diverse

perspectives and viewpoints in any case, but only on certain types of

problems will these diverse views have an effective impact on the group's

lstimate. For other problems, multiple advocacy is unlikely to yield

an effective estimate, and instead may produce either a nonoptimal

Conipromi se (nevertheless en-dowed with the cachet of a miultiple

A advocacy team solution cemrbodying "all viewpoints"), or else an incom-

i Iplete resolution of the intention i. sue. In the latter case, a cautious,

S[j uncertain estimate will probably result, and, as Betts (1978: 71) noted,
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"a wishful decision-maker can fasten onto that half of an ambivalent

analysis that supports his predisposition," while the more objective

official may consider the estimate as useless because it merely describes

uncertainty but does not resolve it.

Szanton and Allison (1976: 191) note that U.S. national intelligence

estimates are products of a multiple advocacy process, i. e., are com-

posite judgments of CIA, DIA, INR and the military service intelligence

agencies. Szanton and Allison fault this process for leading to compro-

mises among these perspectives that often lead to "estimates that reflect

an exaggerated, military-oriented view," delivered in "an ex cathedra fashion"

that make it "impossible for policy-makers to uncover the analytic basis

for the judgments offered, or ... the grounds for disagreement." Betts

(1978: 76) argues that multiple advocacy is usuallyr presen& in the intel-

ligence and policy process, but it may highlight ambiguity rather than

resolve it when the problem context includes data overload, uncertainty,

time constraints, and differences of power or of opinion among experts.

Further, he not-s that redundancy and competitiveness found within the

intelligence commuitity may serve the function of "multiple advocacy"

better than specially organized groups. A major defect with relying on

the comy eting intelligence offices is that each agency's estimate may

be perce*.ved as serving the organizational or political Interests of that

I • agency. Since the agencies cempete for resource& .-nd influence, com-

petitive estimaton efforts might be expected to generate much more heat

than light. Analyst coordination across agency boundaries will probably

be less competitive, but restrained 1,y organizational rules.

Finally, multiple advocacy transfers the problem of data inte-

gration from the intelligence agencies (where the time and experts are
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;.tV.1jla1bc to do such integration) to it highe r lvl h oiyae

confronted with multiple advocates, may feel as overwhelmed as he

would if confronted with the raw intellij,-ence data. If we assume the

Ipolicymalker should not function as his own intulli-gence agency, why

~ I~ should we assume he should function as a magistrate for advocates.

There is no reason to believe the policyrnaker is b~etter equipped to

[ integrate various hypotheses than are lower echelons, in fact, because

time at the top is liimited, the policyrnaker is p~erha ps ill-eqjuipped to

I adjudicate aniong advocates. It is one thing to present policy makers

with new perspectives, which require no decisions, but quite another to

force thern to resolve a dlecision out of the argumients and evidence of

variouts ;idvoca.ites. -Placing Fuc-h a burden on the d,ýci~snon-mnker re-

Moves one of thu primary benefits of sta~ff4, naiey tetaSlaino

arguaiunts into con-marable and com-mensurable terms f(-)- presentation

to the decision-,naker.

I ~The Nature of the Effort. A recent -. ssessment of intelligence

[ production in the State Departi-ent's Bureau of Intelligence and Research

(IN1R) categmri2,.d 504 intelligence products in various ways (O'Leary,

~ L Coplin. Shalpiro, 101d Dean, 1974; O'Leary and Coplin, 1975). Of the

504 products, less than half were forecasts, and most of these were
L "escripiv-e plaatory-forecast" or "descriptive-forecast." Only

~~ 31 of 504 (0/%) products were classified as "forecast." Of the 504

reports, 41 percent m-ade no reference to the future, and 36 percent

{~ I.more made an unspecific reference to the futurc: only 23 porcent

pý nwntion a specific future date. Of the Z98 documents which referred

V,
to the future, only 2 percent referred to a date one to four years in the

future, 38 percent refer to the short term (i. a. , 0 to 365 d~ays into the
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future), while 62 percent have an unspecified future time reference.

References to the past show a parallel bias which avoids specific reference

to events more than one year in the past; only 3 percent of the references

were this historic. In fact, if one takes these data on past and future time

references, the INR "time perspective" can be portrayed as Figure 10. 1,

in other words, analysts rarely projected more than a year into the past

or the future, and the most frequent references (74 percent) are to events

in the p year. With so much backward looking it is hard to produce

foreknowledge.

In short. INR products rarely make specific predictions or fore-

casts, and when the rare, specific forecasts are made, they tend to con-

centrate on the immediate future (i. e., the next week, or, more often,

the next year).

It is interesting to compare the relative avoidi-nce of specific

long-range forecasting with the record of the FBIS propaganda analysts

during World War II (George, 1959: 264, and Section 7). George sampled

729 inferences c tring a two-month period in 1943 and found 85 (12 percent)

predicted Nazi poli'.cies and intentions, 76 (10 percent) predicted Nazi

estimates and expectations; thus, almost one-quarter of the total

inferences tended to be predictive. (Many specific predictions on

strictly propaganda issues wore included In the 729 inferences but not

among the 161 inferences noted above, I. e. much more than 22 percent

of the FBIS inferences were actually forecasts, but it is impossible to

distinguish descriptive and explanatory inferences from forecasts for the

propaganda inferences sampled by George.) These forecasts on the Nazis

military and political actions were not coded by George as to whether the

references to the future werte general or specific. but th0 caset studies
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he selected show a high proportion of predictions of specific times (see

Section 7 for one example). Specific predictions seemed to have been

the norm, especially in the later years of the war. On the other hand,

the FBISS analysts, like INR, tended to make short-term predictions.

In summary, although the INR and FBIS analysts were dealing

with similar intelligence problems, and although the FBIS analysts

were limited to much more restricted sources of information (propaganda)

than the INR analysts, significantly more of the FBIS products were

specific forecasts. The contrast is even more striking i! INR is compared,

for example, to tho GIC (see Section 7). Virtually all of the OIC estimates

were predictions of future Nazi naval moves, anc. these predictions were

highly specific, e.g., an estimate of where a particular U-boat would be,

for how long, and what it might do. These comparisons lead to a specific

point, that 'he less frequently an agency makes predictions of the future,

and the less specific its predictions, the less accuratcly can Ote agency

gauge the effectiveness of its analytic methods. Vague (orecasta will

rarely eeom wrong or right, and the agency n-aking such estimatvs has no
effective way of applying feedback from future events. The agency which

" frequently makes specific predictions Increases the probability that it

will be wrvng, but it is also able to apply the lessons learned from Its

failures to Improving Its p4edictive and estimative methods. This

suggests that intelligence estimnation of intention is a skill that must be

practiced, mistakes have to be made and corrected, and that without

practice, learning cannot result. We would recommend that, in general.

the more ipeific predictions of intentions that were made, the better.

(elden, 1977: 193-6, offers some suggestions on the format and

frequency of nucli pret•lictions.
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Il owevvi: , thi• rec•:.ourlendttion imiplies, several problems.
I! Unles.g In ~l1Ig.nct agencies and cc,.nsumer' can tolerate and accept

early mistakes as a cost for makiw, irnprovements. analysts will

I I. probably restrict their cftorts to thu easiest problems and avoid pre-

f ,ltcting the "tough" oOEs. IC thei aim i. Co improve c.tpatilltis to call

the "tough" ones, some tulerarce ha i to be shown the analyst and agency

~ that tries and fails. Rather thana b.ittig average, a nort apprupriate

benchmark might be the learning cur',•e.

There may be both organi .atioual and political costs involved in

Sny effort to improve itentiun prediction through gr,:atcur practice.

Organi/zations might be judged. and prhaps even funded, on the basi,

th rhit tt,, o! zbs wmitlvI prohb ly bocnt r

Sprodtivye 4.ince diffe r-nt agit cies ar.d offices tend to d(IA with problems

of va 1ying curpipteity, jinorinatton qwLalit,,, difjers, and a host of other

'fact')rs make coimp; risons odious. tN evertheliss, co •arisot.- of the

1 learning curves might be an appropr'ate tool for the allocating of

resources and efforts: if two officez. are working on different problems

of roughly comparable priority. input resources (e.g., manpower.

i- [l t. l•,'t . I ,ri al ;i ana '•1a etc. ,Omuld be allocated to the slower

learner. while output resourcee (e. g. , promotions, cash hbo:ses, high

~ 1ViSibillity. dtscoratioas, itivitatit ntu to high cuuncils, etc. )Should be

I ~allocit.-d to the faster learrner. Obviously. bureaucrats could build

. empires by tncrely blmng th,. peretmial ulowezt learier, do somn

I circullation of iupowr ; ud talent rather than oianipl resource Additionu

would be nwcessa ry. Certainly iituch good would comue of dcete•rmining

how the fastest learnors are doing it and applying these lessons to the

i [ slowver learners. Practice in predicting intentions will not "make perioet"

but it mItay imake p roess toward imrovemtents.
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Formal Models A frequent recomnunenation, that analysts

make greater use of formal assumptions, cexpicit hypotheses, and

quantitative techniques, tends to follow from the recommendation that

analysts and intelligence offices simply should make more frequent and

specific predictions. Specific predictions are easier to make if formal

models of intentions are employed, and such models make it easer to

determine why predictions turned out wrong or right, thus avoiding

hindsight biases to some extent.

Intellectually and psychologically, the use of formal models is

very difficult advice to apply. Formalizing models requires logical

rigor. statistical and mathematical sophistication, a willingness to

employ such aids as exerirnental or quasi-experimental designt;, as

well aa substantive vvpertilo. FVtrthermroro, th•ire AtV# th*, dual

proble mr of just how many competing hypothesets one can test, or

should test; and just how open to be to various data sourtes cf.

Jervis, 1968). No general recommendations van serve every instance.

Jones (1978) offers many insights into how the expert intelligence

analyst can use his knowledge and formal models to limit hyputhv,,•Os and

lines of evidence. For examplo, when Jones attempted to determine. the

characteristics of the V-2 rocket (p. 447-8), he knew that only liquid

fuels could chemically provide tho necessary thrust-to-weight ratio

nueded to powe;r a practical rocket (solid fuel technology was. at that

time, too primitive). The only candidate liquid systems that would

chemically work involvod liquid air or liquid oxygen. Jones thus ruled

out many hypothetical rocket designs which used neither. Furthermore,

ihe astembled ounly thuoe reports which mentlunod either liquid air or

oxygett and in thein found a highly co u*l.-tent ý;it of char"ct:rU ropurtctd,
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"a It I Iougi'1 ag I I ontu . on i n d; vidua Ii iI .ta 11 - we re aisn p, rfecA, Althougi)h he

started '.vith many hypothestic about the rocket design, Jotrets j quickly

narrowed them and, by selecting evidlefnce which included the liquid air

or oxygen "touchstone" of truth, elirninated the "noisy" data, and

cellat(ed only the accurate reports.

Hcuer (1978) and O'Leary, c al. (1975) provide Ynore recent

examplus of the uo, of formal models in intcJligenc, estinmation.

Axelrod (1979) offers an example of a mathematical treatment of the

surprise attack problem. Branis (1977) and Zaga.e (1979) offer game

theoretic methods as a means of coping with deception problems.

There are severe drawbacks to uasing formal models. Their use

is countcrpsychological, counterorganizazional, and counturpohiical.

Thal.t is, most people feel able to think their way through tough problems

wif-hiou;: lhe enrploymnent of high-powered logic, statistics or technical

aids (see Section 8). Barnds noted (1974: 29) "subtlety of thought

about complex issues is seldom a noteworthy trait of any large organiza-

tion." Organizational pressures toward consensus, compromise, and

conformity mitigate against tests of multiple hypotheses. Specialization

in organiizations limits the number and distribution of experts who will

comprehend any given formal methodology. Other experts will argue

that the issues and their analyses "represent such coniplexity that no

single quantitative work .. . could even begin to test their validity

(O'Leary, et al., 1974: 228), although, as was seen in Section 8, it is

With such 1lfl-ltidinmensional problems that people tend to do worse unless

assisted by fornmal methods. On the political level, few successful

politicians have the technical, scientific, or quantitative backgrounds

to readily comprehend the elements of formal hypothesis testing.
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Although legal training seems to facilitate the use and comprehension

of logic, the tendency of lawyers to rely on words may interfere with

comprehension of the quantitative aspects of formal models.

Despite these hurdles, greater official emphasis on the use of

quantitative, formal methods in nontraditional areas has led to the

formation of such offices as the Methods and Forecasting Division of

the Olfice of Political Analysis in CIA (lieuer, 1978). lecuer concludes

(p. 8), on the basis of several years' experience in applying formal

nwdele- to political anal~sis. that

... the kinds of analytic techniques which seem most
useful ... are those that help to trace the logical
consequences of uubjective judgments, extend the
mental capacity of the individual aa4lys!, force the
analyst to nake his a s.lt,1ptions explicit. or help
to organize complexity.

Wbile li.,uer ;cknowledges the modeet succests of the Mothods and Fore-

casting Division (which he formerly headed), he notes that formal

nsethedis ¶alygig "is only a very sm•all part of the total political resear"h

effort." The centrality of foral modelo to the work of the auccossful

intentioi estim4tors (reviewed in Section 7) suggests that. despite the

problems in their application. formal methods should be a major part

of attw pte to estihAte intenionw. I
Coortlirnuion: Much has been made of the increased coordination

between intelligence analysts in the U.S. intelligence community ("Arnds.

1974. Belden. 1977; Betts. 1978). For example, Belden (1977) describes

the NAtional Operations and Intelligence Watch Officers Net (NOIWON)

and the Naiional Operations and Intelligence Analysts Net (NOIAN). aml

comlluents that 1p. 193) "although improved communication techniques are

not a panace•. they might help ,olve soome of the orgauinational difficul-

Sticr. ourruutng . ir itiu, warning, ,asul c,, p. 77
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F tl~~tltrtttents toat thi period of tiE sting of Ihs'ne, newc-n 'intiorwhal2f$

is a.4 yot too brief to drunoatmrate their effcctivcnoss'.

~~ ~Some o.g Iluizonga, 1974: 43; Church Cnnmiitten In Vatin,

ot a. L 1977: iS '-4) :stew coordination a.- a pt'obletn rathe r than. a

~:1~Ž J ~ j solution. I litivxvnga :t tgucs that "r4oii unui~ty cuortdin-ition Nvorto# again.-t

product quality ~tnle-.q there is ;%dequ.-to comp-t e lce in Htc anuAlytic

~t ~effort of the participating, agenvcis. "The Church Con itev notom thatt

high-level coordinaition of estimates may produce "a roinfo ruing. consenaaas"

a.in wricoi divttrgcrit views are- 's'.unnirgen in a saof cooveilttatiMcletv

wisdom. '"he coordlination process %ecrnos to the Church Cor-vrvnittcev to

yieldj oNtimates wh~ichj lack clarnity if' iudgitinu~it, are- 'waffly or crlephic,

Jontes (197N4) rusthat coo~rdina,-tion (resifm141ZLAt p~rodu-ets poor

j aeatlvý.Is andt thAt the c ~es,0itta1 ?orn of vc(oointioll is iivtwdett dihr' 44alyst

a liad the Intelligencev collectors on otle h~ad anti with% the ittetolýly c .1CCon-

sutwrzi on the othe~r. 1ly keeping In clotie con~tact withl cull 'tor tho

~ I Analyst learvto the £tArvntgths! and eknse of his nounrveo- li working

closevly withi the intelligence lis'nrs e learta; w.hat type of estit-iatoo

~ L rV itt'n
t atii ttttfl %ot %14 nt'et. thusE 1is hrtt¼'r "Lste to gutde tits oIwn

[ tfurt't and the efhwrto of the crAllectors. Jatone doev noat belieý,ve that

v mituitteeti. at4t141v5 :oordintwion. or v-ent ralI4tiuxl can produce vi104.1-

ingtul hittegratiun o u* dat" frou %lliiaurceeo. in his watrthne work. Jones

f kept Nit sta4ff *ttialI. iti the 4tatief that

th .. t~ttgtrttt * fit~ld any 'one m-Attim cover, the

whitch ontly oevcur whien one brain atd onte ritom'ry[ van cotnet twi4 or snore remiaoby gatliterod fiact



Similarly, Winn, in the OIC Tracking Room (see Section 7•,

believed In tight coordination between collectors, analyst, and operators,

with the analyst performing all phasos of evaluation, integrration.

inference and estimmtion. Since OIC's charter was unchallenged. Winn's

only significant analytic coordination was with his American and Canadian

counterparts on the other side of the Atlantic.

Today there are organiaationAl and buretucrati, restraitts on

coordination 4aotween analyst and collectors and orga.tizationail and

polit-cal restraints on analyst-cousuner liaLson which restrict or pro-

hibit the analyst from the free-wheeling methods of Jones or Witn.

Today's collection systems seem far more complicated and expensive

to task than those of Wlýrld War It. Many more physical pihetiome.

people, pl4tforms, services and org nixtions aro involvtq. Collectors

serve a much wider variety of csutmto rs and agencies. The need to

protect "se-sitive sources and mothods" limiti who is evou perwitted to

know o tho axiste#ac of a cllcetioa p. ý;ram. These faor all arguo

for sonwe moast -e of isola-tio# 4f collction from 4anlysis,. and soaz'ý*

Wuier botwoon analyats and collectors is alway4 n es#4ry to provout

waste and duplieatim and to nalke the most efficient uve of the sourceos.

oNorthles. removing somne of the bureo4iuratic Larrisrs a o -

aational restra•its between eollitors. procossors, and &#4lyoto Is a

reformi that shoold receive gro*ator cor.aderation. Coordia- tiot ao:%g

Awlyot. is Uo UbUhtitute for analyat failiarity with thO sourcs of his

fittortatioo. In %4ew of the exte#sive and expaasive efforts btinr do-

voted to lmkiwti %ualyots together via k i4atet tcr networks (e. gC, AR PANT,

* I• SAM, COIN,. NAIWON, NOI'WAN. oet., are m noed hy Phillips

and ltl&yeni 1971i) Ow~ u-~tie (or dla'rev tordlatlott Ohý-iftltr twtwt-eft
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auvialyi-st, pruvs.'nnorn. and vollectors- bif'onme. morse itpivrent. wivllt

~~ [ the grcater ulifflettity of controlling, the mIter cluxnnaI% i alo *'inpr

±ainiec the mnanacoitet of colloctIon renuurvts s Im, havod.F t ~ ~The protdl.-cn of coriac;between an"aiyntt and lntelligen~ce

* r g ~ ~ r;tM4 equally comlexph? )Ina fo r differe.nt roxna A Va riety of

cc. ~ ~ iqnet~c a-ro rolatod: coniuuninr gttidauce vatl evaluatlon oftnllgcuI I the wo~rk uverloz~d of analy~stv anud cone-u~mers; and th,; rclatlonnhdp~s bca-

twcuoi PO1Icy. Opci-ratlonm ;41n4 inmel~lgenco.

~~ Th.~ te -incy of prt-iidcnti. cAtinet officers, prlitoc nthiflltv r,

404~ uu:na drr~ - n-t ief to act th rir o wnv intt'lhgcuce ufflceeru kor

wo n&± antheir ujwt iwlitzeterviren- i~ ft a txot((d.1 Churvih

I CnIittter 01 Pain. fet al. . I1177: '41): l~Arnds. 1974: V11; M

t)I*6?i: ¶9.The-i itsdivc eýWnA~attory;. whoso tnetf Ii: very limited,
wt.ork 4,1 thrir ~4 afl4yitS. p~mtiiUtt4.ly La th cOatcxt 4-

-1 ~ the rote of "cr7iM~a nLmagbt. 't Under *ntwh pro4Avtrv-. the ~oiwelttsoaQ

~~ ~ thepe top leveal dc am kirs$4w fran itllgec are likely to b0

;atilMwtr. lit tatuttca parlccit trio po~ley-fliitier furaMt to otherW

ititereatw, and lottgwr vangla iatolligoezz %h~ly~isaW asullns r

AA- f S ftC~tt4311*17 4VV4UW-e the irttelligenc1 3 cormmntntty oft irrolevanucy and

a ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~gau-f tetttdte4trini*Q) M loattors (Chntdt- Couminttei;ý. cip.

I [ L~~5.04)i. Clivea fltheolv.iaie private *vleeas 4.) i34404 hoadN of

state' tntv cenchidouits of Aam4iYA-¾ who 40 a154 sh-ro in tlutstka private

I ctitlvrt,&atijmti.y tat~e"4 ;ionth p41114 ort irrttvv-atQ to th- iute-tkr

Fut* eutr ithe It-.±cttgtewe Aatatyst fttty htave tw kaoWle4Ac Of



important policies or actions of the decision-maker which affect foreign

intentions. Finally, the policy-maler may complain but offer nio

guidance on what is wanted.

Certainly this problem reflects the fact that the relationship

betwoen Intelligence and policy is a two-way street. Intellig.-nce officers

need s~ufficient familiarity with the environment of policy to determilne

where intelligencc is needed. Policy-makers can express their wantsj

but may be Imperfectly aware of their needs. But access to the policy-

maker to not a simple matter. The Intelligence officer has to convince

the policy-mn~kcr that Intelligence has somec unique and valued service

to provide.

Policy-makers cannot expect g.ood servic~e andl quality producton

from intelligence if they ignre that staff and isupplant it with thi* own

giavuAxgly ;sggrvatod its own prohltenms by 3siigteAuhr

astimtofs of I-n~tiou4. land inatoad. A,;nvtuatiug its roto ik s v~

eountor" (i. iý.. estiinator' of we-tponu i aentorie.) 4ad Af a rcotttr of

"cu~rrent ovvntsot 'CturclF Conin tee. i. cit.: 125S). to part. the

~curnt intelligence ayadrwne' aratie fromi the b ur cratic ewtpition

* ~among Wntlligoaco ageavies all itrivial to b-e the (irkt to dolivor thea

latott titlitt. Sinco mout daily reports 4rc now Q A ipra4vvto. eofl-

Weitiob o~ rodicod. Tlh*o tendency of the policy c ualty to as 4 ita

own Wolinoce ii"lytst footored 4ad tiu#Waind thia hoAvy flaw of 4&-ily

* "factleta. " n its off~ou't to twtisfy thir- don-4aid, Wlligone~w often cuits[

into Itown long-terms eiittv e~uvti.~~ Wo-ts tho I u
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corkinunity ;is required periodically to improve its in-depth and long-term

analysis, it is rarely allowed to cut back its current intelligence services.

The present emphasi's on crisis centers, command centers, watch

centers, warning centers, etc. , expands the derand for both short-

and long-term anialysis. While intelligence has a clear responsibility to

provide warnings and alerts, it is far less clear that intelligence should

be obliged to furnish a daily stream of what amounts to hurriedly analyzed

or even raw infortnati:n. If intelligence were to attempt to merely reduce

this hemorrhaging, or confine it organizationally, the unavoidable demands

for current events would soon undo the efforts as they have in. the past.

If this function were remnoved entirely from intelligence production, other

agencies would peobably s.viftly Lake it over. Intelligence might sLill

retain the responsibility for warnings and alerting the community to

d;cngeers, and .:tand ready !.o comment on (but not to report) current events,

including "no commnent, " if events warrant nothing more.

Such a drastic step is probably impossible. It vo uld mean the

intelligence comrnunity as collector would be feeding curren'- events to

some other agency for collation, processing (and perhaps evalu;Ition), and

di.i;!;cinsation, and then would become a consumer of this product. These

other agencies would soon become competitor intelligence producers,

expanding their "product line" to longer-term analyses. On the other

hand, it is difficu.lt to see bow the inteliigence community can dlCiver a

high-quality, long-term estimate (which must be superior to the policy

conimutiity's own efforts if it is to be accepted in policy circles) if most

of its resources are consrmed with servicing the policy cornmurity's

appetites for scrni- and urevaluated information for policy-makers'

efforts at intelligence analysis.
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Given this demand for current intelligence, there are neither

the resources nor the support from policy-makers for long-term estimates

of intentions. Consequently, crises and surprises multiply and policy-

makers have even loss faith in intelligence to provide the necessary

warnings and alerts. The. policy community becomes even more reliant

on itself for intelligence analysis, increasing its demands for current

events. In trying to perform thoughtful and careft 1 analyses as well as

making decisions under the stresses of crises, policy-rnakers find them-

iI selves even less able to anticipate and foresee events, lowering still

more their opinion of the intelligence services they receive, and in-

1- creasing their demand for more "relevant" intelligence, the "right"

facts, more "timely" information, etc. Ultimately a failure occurs

and tlh. debate begins as to whether it was an iatelligence or a policyI tfailure. And the cycle starts again.

The racthods of '.he successful edtiautorý of intentiun (Section 7)

3included witbbolding raw data and the latout reporta utwil an d-ut

evaluation of them could be made. The temVp•ýtiot to report ow vurrcnt

events wore resistodt until an estin-Ate of the i-uation aMd A useful fore-

cast could 4a produced. 'l'ho high quality estimatoa that rttsulted l.tl

A.•{ the oparaturt and policy-na r to rely on Intollig enc bovause its

pr.irieS were superior. WOUl lHence quality led policy to grant4i~tlligene an estima,•tion charter a#d to rely on these eitiunt t in

pla•n•ng oporationa. The clooe rolationships bt oe•n tho sr'otrýuvrf

and producer• of ntlligence led to mutal exchpage of relev"at fkre-

caots: the policy-ukczrs keepiag inteligionce informed of future plians.

intelligetee keeping the policy cotrtmouity infornod of the eaomylo

fut u r* lit IV fly rifigt tkx4-h~r, pjAitfy 41Un1d I. t'llt Vt4 V #j i
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E

1ýnow atnd al)lpre'iatt, v.h others stre.ngths and welkfn.l.?4sr,; contse-

SLic=iwntly, r.'luost.i wrt~-r reasonably within the capabihty of itIAig4.nce

and roaponses were tailored to the needs of policy. Intelligence pro-

f, tI ducers could gui hid rvward Intelligence collectors. lVolicy auid

int•ll•g{nce undt-r.nott the real cautses unhrlybig the other's, failures.
: World•ng together on tlhe crises t'haý came out f;&vorably and tho0 thas

I. dlid riot, both learned to ap)preciate the elcmnt of uncertainty inherent

in• sirnvatin Intetio••4 and acting oat such .•ttimaes. This too wa:t

I a cycle, but a benign one. It di-voloped 1i4 the ;.rucib!e of the most

p oznplex "ni thrixten!ai yrisis of this ventury atid it dualt icti, •t'dly

S.wit-h vhallerges far more severe than ainy since faced by governtre0ts.

F it peovidvs Isdonts wv h,,ve atill to lrv-carn and 4. goal we have vtt ta

jut~s1~ purue a~n - -how to mxtko 4zad uzi etiw.~t~ v( 1ten~x~

"rui" ,~u ;%ai i$o, a
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